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PREFACE.

Tue Historical Society of Pennsylvania proposes
to print a fuller and more complete edition of the polit-
ical writings of Joun Dickinson than that which was
published under his own supervision in Wilmington in
18o1. That edition of his works was in many respects
an incomplete one. Many of the important State
papers of which he was the author, and all of his
letters, which in many respects were his most characs-/
teristic productions, are not to be found in it. It i
proposed in the forthcoming edition to supply as far as
possible this deficiency. I have been requested by the
Society to prepare a memoir of Mr. Dickinson as an
introduction to this new edition of his works.

The story of Mr. Dickinson’s life forms an important
part of the history of Pennsylvania. From the year
1760 until his term of office as President of the Su-
preme Executive Council expired, in 1783, Mr. Dickin-
son was probably the most conspicuous person in the
service of the State. So, also, from the meeting of
the Stamp-Act Congress, in 1765, until his death, in
1808, Mr. Dickinson was a prominent figure in our
national history. He was the first to advocate re-

_sistance to the ministerial plan of taxation on consti-
tutional grounds. For more than a year after the
m
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enforcement of the Boston Port Bill, according to Mr.
Bancroft, and for a much longer period, in the opinion
of his contemporaries, “ he controlled the counsels of
the country.” He had the courage to maintain that
the Declaration of Independence was inopportune, and
in the Convention which framed the Constitution of
the United States he took a leading part.

The record of Mr. Dickinson’s services is not to be
found in an elaborate biography prepared by a friendly
hand. Unlike his great colleagues, Franklin, Jefferson,
the Adamses, Jay, Madison, and other worthies of the
Revolution, in whose correspondence Mr. Dickinson
always appears as a man of commanding influence
when he advocated any system of national policy, the
memory of the illustrious author of the ‘ Farmer's
Letters” has been kept alive only by brief sketches
of his life and by the memorable State papers which
he prepared during the Revolution at the request of
the Continental Congress.

It is a matter of regret, not to say of reproach, that
no one has hitherto undertaken fully to portray the
public career of this remarkable man, and to explain
his conduct and motives by reference to the peculiar
position of the country, and especially of this State,
during the crisis of the Revolution.

In undertaking the work which has been assigned to
me, I have been led to discuss many historical questions
which may appear at first to have little connection with
Mr. Dickinson’s life and services. But, according to
the plan I have adopted, it was essential to a proper
understanding of both that some fair account of his
environment should be given.
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For a long time the papers of Mr. Dickinson were
preserved with jealous care by his family. But during
the years which have elapsed since his death many have
disappeared, and others are scattered beyond hope of
recovery. Still, documents of priceless value to the
historian remain among them, and I am greatly in-
debted to the kindness of Miss F. A. LocaN, one of
the descendants of Mr. Dickinson, for an opportunity
to examine the large collection of original papers in
her possession. Indeed, I am bound to say that if any
new light is thrown upon Dickinson’s career in my
book, its source was found in my researches among
these papers.

I desire to draw special attention to the masterly
argument of DrR. GEorGE H. Moore, late librarian of
the New York Historical Society, defending Mr. Dick-
inson’s claim to the authorship of that wonderful State
paper, “The Declaration of the Causes of taking up
Arms,” adopted by Congress in July, 1775, against that
made on behalf of Mr. Jefferson by Randolph, Tucker,
Randall, Parton, and Bancroft. By Dr. Moore’s kind
permission that portion of his paper which refers es-
pecially to this controversy has been reprinted in the
Appendix.

I am under great obligations to Tromas McKEan,
EsqQ., the great-grandson of GoverNor McKEaN, and
to WiLLiam M. TiLcHMAN, Esq., the grandson of Eb-
warD TiLguMAN, for placing at my disposal a valua-
ble portion of the correspondence of their ancestors
during the Revolution. My thanks are also due to Mr.
PauL LeicesTer Forp, to whom has been assigned the
editorial supervision and collation of the political and

-
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miscellaneous writings of Mr. Dickinson which the
Historical Society proposes shortly to publish.

I must also express my thanks to my friend Mr.
F. D. StonE, the librarian of the Historical Society,
for his constant aid during the progress of my work.
His minute and accurate knowledge of the events of
Revolutionary history has been of the greatest service
to me.

January, 1891.
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THE LIFE AND TIMES

OF

JOHN DICKINSON.

CHAPTER L
MR. DICKINSON'S EARLY YEARS.

Tue family name of Dickinson has been for many
generations well known in various parts of the country.
Those who bear it in the Middle and Southern States
appear to recognize as their common ancestor CHARLES
Dickinson, who died in London in 1653. He left three
sons, all of whom were Quakers, who came to Vir-
ginia in 1654 to escape imprisonment at home as non-
conformists. From-these three sons are descended
the Dickinson families who are found throughout the
Southern States and in certain parts of Pennsylvania.

About the year 1630 a certain Nathaniel Dickinson
arrived in Salem in Massachusetts, and a few years
later Philemon, both of whom are said to have suffered
for their faith (which was of a violent type of Puritan-
ism) at the hands of the High Commission. Both of
them are supposed to have been related to the Virginia
Dickinsons, although the connection has not been clearly
traced. They were the founders of many families in
Western Massachusetts, who, like their Virginia cousins,

1 9
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10 THE DICKINSON FAMILY.

were the ancestors of men who served well and faith-
fully the church and state in their day and generation.
From them came also, among others of distinction,
such men as Jonathan Dickinson, the first president
of the college at Princeton, and Jonathan Dickinson
Sergeant, a lawyer of great eminence, attorney-general
of Pennsylvania in 1778. This branch of the Dickin-
son family were Presbyterians, as the Virginia branch
were Quakers,

There is a legendary account of the renown achieved
by the English ancestors of this family as soldiers, but
we need not concern ourselves with it here. What is,
however, well settled is this, that for many generations
before the Dickinsons came to this country they be-
longed to that middle class of English society ,who,
whether as landholders possessed of moderate estates,
or as men engaged in London in trade, grew to in-
creasing importance in their influence upon public af-
fairs after the Reformation. Men of this class, it need
not be said, have had more to do with shaping the
destinies of England in modern times than any other.
When their principles in religion or in politics became
too advanced to permit of their being reduced with
safety to practice in their own country, they turned to
the West and emigrated to America. Once here, they
fully developed their opinions, and the habits and tra-
ditions of those who formed them added much to the
force and strength of the country during our Colonial
and Revolutionary era. There was one peculiarity by
which almost all the early English emigrants were
distinguished,—they were all non-conformists. They
differed, it is true, like the different branches of the
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Dickinson family, in their forms of dissent. One was
a Quaker, another a Puritan or an Independent, and
a third a Presbyterian. Still, they all present types of
that discontent with the arbitrary government of the
Stuarts, then widely prevailing, which was felt so keenly
by many enlightened and conscientious Protestants in
England during the seventeenth century. They were
all evidently (from special causes of various kinds)
Jfrondeurs,—that is, were so dissatisfied with the existing
government in state as well as in church, and so hope-
less of changing it, that they preferred to build up new
homes in America to remaining under certain disabili-
ties in their old ones. As most of the English emi-
grants of those days belonged to families in comfortable
worldly circumstances, we can form some idea of the
strength of the convictions which supported them in the
hazardous enterprise upon which they embarked.
These convictions, it must be remembered, formed
not only the basis of the character of the first settlers,
but that of their descendants also, and by tracing the
influence of heredity we can readily explain much in
the acts of those descendants in all the Colonies which
it would be otherwise difficult to understand. Perhaps
in these inherited tendencies we may be able in the
story of Dickinson to perceive that although the family
differed widely in its opinions, one part advocating a
Quaker theory of government and another that of the:
Puritan in church and state, yet both were only differ-
ent methods of protesting against similar abuses of ar-
bitrary power. There was a Puritan way, and a Quaker
way, possibly even a Presbyterian way, of remedying
evils in church and state, and of these different ways



12 DICKINSON'S HOME IN MARYLAND.

the history of the different branches of this Dickinson
family provides us with typical specimens.

But we have now to do only with the immediate
family of John Dickinson. It would seem that the
three brothers who came to Virginia in 1654 did not
remain long in that Colony. Whether they found the
penalties for non-conformity there as severe, and the
consequent liability of Quakers to suffer for celebrating
their worship in public as great, as in England, it is not
easy to say. It is ascertained, however, that one at
least of the brothers, Walter, the immediate ancestor
of John Dickinson, removed in 1659 to Talbot County,
on the eastern shore of Maryland. He there settled a
plantation which he called Crosia-doré. The family
remained Quakers for more than a century, leading
the life of Maryland planters. There must have been
something peculiarly attractive to its owner in this
beautiful spot on the shores of the Chesapeake, for
from the day of its settlement until the present hour, a
period of over two centuries and a half, Crosia-doré has
always been the home of the same Dickinson family, the
present owner and occupant being in the direct line of
descent from the original proprietor. That any family
in this country of unrest and change should have re-
tained and occupied the same homestead for more than
two hundred and forty years is in itself so unusual as to
seem almost marvellous. This hereditary attachment
to the paternal acres and the fondness of the family for
a country life have had a deep significance in its history.
To this attachment we may look as the source of many
characteristics which went to form the manly, indepen-
dent, and self-reliant qualities by which so many of the

4
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members of the family, and especially John Dickinson
himself, were particularly distinguished. It has been
found here, as everywhere else, that, before the Revo-
lution, educated men who lived in the country, who had
the care of family landed estates, and who were bred as
farmers, were more conspicuous in what may be called the
higher public life of the time, and wielded greater influ-
ence on public questions, than any other class of society.
Residence in the country and a farmer’s life have been
here, as in England, not only the “classic diversion of a
statesman’s. care,” but the nursery also of unyielding
devotion to one’s home and a true patriotism. In the
Middle and Southern States particularly, the men who
prepared the country for the great Revolutionary crisis
were those who had the education, the tastes, and the
leisure of gentlemen-farmers. Whatever may have
been their public career, however great their achieve-
ments in the service of the state, they always gladly
turned from the excitement and turmoil of large bodies
of contending men to the quiet of their own rural homes.
The love of a country life, with the opportunities it gave
for study and calm reflection, was a predominant trait
in the character of many of our most conspicuous states-
men of the Colonial and Revolutionary era whose names
will readily occur to all, and in no one was it more
marked than in John Dickinson himself, who was proud
to be called a farmer, and to whose learned leisure we
owe the best exposition ever made of the relations of
a metropolis to its colonies. He could find no more
appropriate a title for his great work than that of
“ Farmer’s Letters.”

At Crosia-doré, on the eighth of November, 1732,
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was born John Dickinson. He was the second son of
Samuel Dickinson, the grandson of the first proprie-
tor of the estate, and of Mary Cadwalader, his second
wife, sister of Dr. Thomas Cadwalader, of Philadelphia.
Samuel Dickinson had been bred to the law, and in the
year 1740 he removed from Maryland to Delaware,
where he had purchased a large estate in Kent County,
near Dover. Here, shortly afterwards, he was appointed
judge of the county court, and here he remained during
the rest of his useful and honorable life.* Probably
one of the motives for his removal from Maryland was
his desire to procure for his children the advantages of
a better kind of education than could be had in that
colony. He is said to have intended at one time to
send all his sons to England, in order that they might
receive the training of the best public schools there, as
was then the practice with many of the planters in the
Southern Colonies. But, having lost two of his children
by the small-pox, he decided not to part with those that
remained, but to seek for them the means of the best
liberal education which the Colonies at that time af-
forded. To do so, in the only way in which it was pos-
sible in the condition of Colonial society at that period,
it was necessary that his boys should be placed under
the care of a private tutor, who should possess far

*He died in 1760. It is curious to mark the hereditary attachment
of this family to the land. Samuel Dickinson’s first purchase in
Kent County was made in 1715, and embraced a tract of thirteen
hundred acres. This estate was added to by his descendants, until
a few years ago they were the largest land-owners in Kent County,
possessing more than three thousand acres.—Scharf's ¢ History of
Delaware,’’ p. 1079.
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higher attainments than are now required of such a
functionary. In the early Colonial days there was no
general system for the training of those who sought a
liberal education. There were, it is true, three educa-
tional establishments called colleges to be found on the
continent,—Harvard, Yale, and William and Mary. But
in all three the course of studies was very limited, and
in the first two, at least, it was designed chiefly for the
training of Congregational clergymen. Thus, at Har-
vard, the first professor of that college, the Hollis Pro-
fessor of Divinity, was appointed in 1721, and down
to the beginning of the nineteenth century only two
additional professors were appointed, a professor of
mathematics and a professor of Hebrew. The regular
instruction was given by tutors.’ It was not until Dr.
Smith established at the College of Philadelphia, in 1756,
the first graded course of studies of a higher kind ever
pursued in an American college, that a young man
here had an opportunity of laying broad and deep the
foundations of a liberal culture, such as he would have
enjoyed had he gone abroad for that purpose. The
great want of the time in those days, deeply felt by all
cultivated men, was an opportunity to give to their
sons a good scholastic training.?

*See Report of Overseers of Harvard College, 1869.

* One of the most suggestive passages in the Memoir of Rev. Henry
M. Muhlenberg is that in which he describes the necessity which
compelled him to send his three boys, all at one time, to receive their
education in Halle, in Germany. He could find no institutions here
in which they could be trained as he himself had been in his native
country. These three boys, it may be added, did credit to their
German education. They all held in after-life the highest public
stations. German learning, fidelity, and honesty were firmly grafted
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There were, it is true, in the Middle Colonies a few
schools where instruction of a more thorough, if not a
more comprehensive, kind could be had than is common
now. These schools were generally in the charge of
Scotch-Irish school-masters, whose success in imparting
at least a thorough grammatical knowledge of the Latin
language, and whose proficiency in the system they
practised of teaching the other branches, were plainly
discernible in the career of many men who became
prominent in the Revolution. Such was the school at
New London, in Chester County, of which Dr. Allison,
the famous Latinist, was head-master, where George
Read, Benjamin Rush, Thomas McKean, Hugh Wil-
liamson, and John Ewing, among others, were educated.
The system of these old-fashioned school-masters was
undoubtedly very narrow, so far as the mere acquisition
of knowledge was concerned, but it had the inestimable
advantage of training the pupils to think clearly and
logically and to cultivate their judgment.

When we reflect how much importance is attached
at this day to special technical learning, it is hard to
understand how men who had gained so little of this
kind of knowledge could do so much hard and fruit-
ful work as they did in their generation. Science,
which is now looked upon as the basis of all real and
valuable education, was then not taught even in its
elementary branches; indeed, applied science was a
term then entirely unknown. Men were then trained
to think and to reason, and the mere acquisition of
knowledge was hardly regarded as an object of liberal

on the native American stock. See Dr. Mann’s ‘¢ Life and Times of
Muhlenberg,”’ p. 399.
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education." The old plan had its advantages, and
perhaps the pendulum now swings too far to the other
side. Be that as it may, in order that we may under-
stand and appreciate the mental characteristics of
the men of that generation we must understand that
they all passed through a stereotyped process of which
the ancient languages and the mathematics formed the
basis. It is true that the days are now past when
men built their education upon the humanities. They
were justified in pursuing the classical system, because
it was the model system approved by the teachings of
that great guide—Experience. This was the system
which from the days of the Renaissance had been
always recognized and universally adopted as the true
method of liberal culture.

The father of John Dickinson had no choice, there-
fore, when he adopted this system as the proper one
for the training of his son, and he had hardly more
choice in those early days when he confided that train-
ing to a private tutor. His choice of a tutor, although
it seemed to involve a good deal of risk, proved in the
end very fortunate. The person selected was William
Killen, a young Irishman, who had come to Dover
when only fifteen years old and had been received
into the family of Mr. Dickinson as a homeless stranger.
Mr. Killen was but ten years older than his son, and
under the direction of this young tutor his zeal for
learning was so quickened that he soon acquired not
only familiarity with the language of the classical

* It is observable in Mr. Jefferson’s Letters, written about the
beginning of this century, that he complains of the ‘‘ignorance of
science’’ among his countrymen, especially in New England.

2

|



18 RESULTS OF HIS TRAINING.

authors, but also a thorough knowledge of their pecu-
liarities of style. He cultivated that style as a model
of the proper mode of treating a subject, and the
effect of this training is observable in all that Mr.
Dickinson wrote during his long life. Any one who
is at all familiar with his writings must have observed
that his style is very unlike that of the pretentious,
“ Johnsonese,” and ore rotundo manner of writing which
was fashionable with English and American writers
of the eighteenth century. It is remarkable, as we
shall see, for its elegance, simplicity, directness, and
clearness, qualities which were not conspicuous among
men of his own generation who wrote in the English
language.

This Mr. Killen must have been a man of rare
merit, for while he inspired the genius of young Dick-
inson he was preparing himself to take an active part
in the Revolutionary crisis in Delaware. .After his
admission to the bar, Mr. Killen soon acquired a large
professional practice, and in due time he became Chief
Justice and Chancellor of Delaware. It is certainly
not a little remarkable in the history of teaching that,
under such instruction in the classics as was given by
him, Dickinson should not only have early imbibed a
love of classical literature, but that his studies should
have taught him that comprehensiveness of view and
those forms of expression which are characteristics of
the ancient classical authors. If there be any truth in
the saying “Le style, c'est I’ homme,” it was true of Dick-
inson. It would be difficult to over-estimate the power
which this style, derived from those who wrote in what
is erroneously called a “dead language,” enabled him
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to exercise in the political controversies in which he
was engaged.

In 1750, when John Dickinson was eighteen years
old, his mind was considered sufficiently mature to
begin the study of the law. He was entered as a stu-
dent in the office of John Moland, Esq., who seems to
have been the most conspicuous member of the Phila-
delphia bar after the death of Andrew Hamilton in
1741. This Mr. Moland had been bred in the Temple,
was commissioned as the king's attorney in Pennsyl-
vania, and was appointed a Provincial Councillor in
1759. The bar of this city had not at that time the
reputation for learning and ability which it afterwards
acquired. Secretary Peters in one of his letters speaks
with scant respect of the lawyers of those days, “all
of whom,” says he, “except Francis and Moland, are
persons of no knowledge, and, I had almost said, of
no principle.”

Mr. Moland seems to have attracted to his office
many pupils who afterwards became eminent. Among
Dickinson’s fellow-students were George Read, after-
wards Chief Justice of Delaware, Samuel Wharton,
and others, all of whom attained a high position in the
profession. The study of the law, like the study of most
other subjects, has greatly changed in its character
since the time of Dickinson. The student in those
days was not seduced, as he now is, by the luminous
exposition of the English common law by Blackstone,
to believe that he is about to pursue an exact science.
He was made to plunge at once into the intricate
mazes of the common law,—* the perfection of human
reason,” as he found it strangely called,—and to find
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his way as he best could under the guidance of the
venerable Coke and the Year-Books. Such a plan had
at least an advantage for those who were not dis-
couraged by formidable obstacles at the outset, as it
undoubtedly strengthened and disciplined the mind in
its attempt to overcome the difficulties which attend the
effort to master the peculiarities of the highly artificial
system of the common law. What was the history of
the progress of Mr. Dickinson’s studies under such a
training we cannot, unfortunately, tell; but there are
reasons to believe, from what we know of his future
career, that he then laid by hard work the foundation
of that knowledge of the common law, and especially
of that great familiarity with English history, and Eng-
lish constitutional law as it affected the relations of the
metropolis with the Colonies, by which he was distin-
guished beyond all his contemporaries. We think
that we can trace to these early studies Mr. Dickin-
son’s ideal conception of political liberty,—from which
in all his controversies he never wavered,—that it was
a liberty guarded and controlled by law. Mr. Dick-
inson was a great favorite with his fellow-students.
His letters to them are written in a vein of pleasantry
which seems somewhat out of keeping with the pre-
cocious gravity of his character.



CHAPTER Il
HIS LEGAL TRAINING IN THE TEMPLE.

MR. DickinsoN prevailed on his father to allow him
to go to London in 1753, to be entered there as a stu-
dent of law in the Middle Temple. At that time it
was common to send the sons of wealthy planters in
the Southern Colonies who were designed to be prac-
titioners at the Colonial bar, or to take part in public
life, to one of the Inns of Court, in order that they
might complete their legal education. It was sup-
posed, of course, that they would there have not only
opportunities of acquiring a knowledge of their pro-
fession which they could not find in America, but also
that their association with strangers and with young
men engaged in a common pursuit, and their observa-
tion of a totally different form of society from that
which was to be found in their native country, would
broaden their views upon all subjects, and render them
better fitted for the work they had to do in life.

As these Inns of Court trained for their profession
some of the most prominent lawyers of the country
before the Revolution, and especially as these young
men there acquired a knowledge of those principles
of the English common law which governed not only
their legal but their political views during the crisis in
which they were destined to live and to act, a few

words concerning the history of these Inns, and the
21
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character of the instruction given there to the pupils,
may not be out of place. The apology for such a
digression from the narrative must be found in the
profound conviction that the destiny of our country
during the Revolution was much affected by the train-
ing received by many of our young men in these Inns
of Court.

It was thought expedient by Edward I, the English
Justinian, as he is sometimes called, in 1278, when he
desired that the lawyers in his courts should be laymen,
and not clerics as they had hitherto been, that there
should be a certain number of persons chosen who
should receive instruction exclusively in the English
common law, that teachers should be provided for them,
and a proper place selected for that purpose. These
students were to be lodged in houses resembling the
colleges of an English university, called Inns of Court,
and a regular system of instruction and discipline was
organized, to which all intending bnrristers were re-
quired to submit. No one was admitted to practise
in the courts of the king unless he had conformed to
these rules. The officers of these Inns were called
benchers, and by them were appointed the teachers or
readers of the Inn, whose business it was to instruct the
law students in the principles of the English common
and statute law exclusively, and the method of trying
causes in the English courts. The Inns in which they
resided took the name of the knights to whom they had
formerly belonged. Thus, the Inner and Middle Temple
formed what had once been the house of the English
Knights Templar. The Temple had been, after the
dissolution of the order, transferred to the Knights
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Hospitallers, and at last confiscated to the crown in the
reign of Henry VIII. These and other houses, part
of the royal domain, were then conveyed to the socie-
ties of lawyers organized by Edward I. in perpetuity, in
trust for the reception and education of the professors
and students of the laws of the realm. No one was
admitted to practise in the king’s courts unless he was
presented as a fitting person, after having undergone a
term of study prescribed by two benchers of one of
these societies, or had been “called,” as is the English
term, by one of them to the bar.

Such is a sketch of the constitution of the earliest
English law-schools; and they remained substantially
the same when they were resorted to by American
students in the eighteenth century. Their business was
to teach the principles and the practice of the English
common law exclusively.

Thet nstruction given in these Inns of Court consisted
in what was technically called * bolting” (a strange name
for an intellectual process), in ‘“ mootings,” and in at-
tendance upon the lectures given by the readers who
were members of the Inns. “Bolting” consisted in
conversational arguments upon cases put to the student
by a bencher, and two barristers sitting as his judges
in private. After a man became an expert “ bolter” he
was admitted to the “mootings,” which were public
disputations on legal questions held in the presence
of the Fellows. In the mean time, lectures on the
English statute and common law were delivered.
After seven years of this sort of work had been gone
through, and a successful examination had been passed,
and proof had been made that a certain number of
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dinners had been duly eaten in the hall of the society
by the candidate, he was presented by the benchers to
the judges as a fit person to be admitted to the bar.

Such were the Inns of Court. They were resorted
to by American students, not only because there alone
could any systematic instruction in the English law be
found, but also because in them they were brought into
close contact with the men who at a later day, as lawyers
and as statesmen, would become conspicuous as leaders
at the bar and as members of Parliament. Thus, John
Dickinson had for his fellow-students, during his attend-
ance at the Middle Temple, such men as Lord Thur-
low, afterwards Lord Chancellor ; Kenyon, Chief Justice
of the King’s Bench; John Hill, afterwards Earl of
Hillsborough; and William Cowper, the poet. No
doubt the men who were trained in the Temple acquired
at home after their return a certain prestige which
helped them forward in their professional career.

But the influence of a course of study of two or three
years’ duration in these London schools and residence
in England had, as was natural, a much deeper and
more abiding effect upon the character of these young
American lawyers. It is to be remembered that they
were trained there exclusively in the English statute
and common law. Now, the English code is based
more completely on historical precedent.and cus-
tomary law, and less upon the deductions of universal
right and reason, than the code of any other system
of public law in Europe. On the Continent the Roman
law, which is the outgrowth of a philosophical con-
ception of what ought to be the relations of men in
civil society, more or less modified, of course, in each



THE ENGLISH COMMON LAW. 25

country by the customary law, prevailed everywhere.
The English, insular in everything, were always noted
for their prejudices against the introduction into their
own country of the Roman code. Nolumus leges An-
glie mutari was for many centuries the principle which
governed the English Parliament and courts. Indeed,
the establishment by royal authority in the thirteenth
century of schools, which still exist, where the Eng-
lish common or customary law should be exclusively
studied, is the best proof of the long continuance of this
practice. This prejudice had doubtless been intensified
by the events which followed the Reformation, and the
consequence was that before the time of Mansfield,
whose broad and sagacious views of the law as a sci-
ence fused many of the principles of the Roman system
into the hard English common law, students like Dick-
inson and his fellow-countrymen were trained exclu-
sively in the solution of legal questions in accordance
with English methods, and their conclusions were based
wholly upon the maxims of the English law. To reach
these conclusions the student did not go beyond Eng-
lish precedent or English history. It is not to be sup-
posed that these conclusions were necessarily founded
on a narrow basis; England was then the only country
in Europe in which the liberty of the subject was pro-
tected by the guarantees of fundamental law. These
young men, so far as they were taught anything about
the liberty of the subject, were, no doubt, told that
English liberty and the rights of English subjects in
the Colonies, as well as at home, were built, not, as
many afterwards contended, on some vague theory
of natural rights, but upon a much firmer and surer
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foundation, immemorial custom, which formed the Eng-
lish constitution. That constitution, the outgrowth of
Magna Charta, the petition of right, and the act of set-
tlement, settled clearly, as all Englishmen were then
taught, the nature and scope of the rights of the subject
and provided a sufficient safeguard for their protection.
Hence an American lawyer bred in the English Inns
of Court necessarily imbibed certain ideas with refer-
ence to the political rights and duties of the Colonists,
which became ever afterwards the unchangeable creed
of his professional life.

The. effect of this peculiar training upon a large
number of American lawyers who afterwards became
prominent in their profession here was very apparent
in the controversies which subsequently arose between
the mother-country and the Colonies in regard to their
relations to each other. These lawyers formed unde-
niably for twenty years before the Revolution the e
of the profession in the Colonies south of the Hudson
River, and their opinions on the questions in contro-
versy (which were regarded by every one in that part
of the country as peculiarly legal ones), formed by
their training in the Temple, directed public opinion on
the subject, at least in the earlier stages of the dispute,
wherever they were known. I have before me a list
of one hundred and fifteen students, Americans, who
were admitted to the different Inns of Court from
1760 to the close of the Revolution. This list is a
curious and significant one when we arrange these
students geographically: South Carolina leads in num-
ber, having forty-seven; Virginia has twenty-one; Mary-
land, sixteen ; Pennsylvania, eleven; New York, five; and
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each of the other States one or two only, that being the
whole number sent from New England, neither of them
bearing names conspicuous in Revolutionary history.
The names in this list are nearly all those of men who
took a great part in the Revolutionary contest; most of
them were English Constitutional Whigs, in whom that
event developed almost every shade of political opinion
except non-resistance, yet they all based their theories
of resistance upon the English law and English tradi-
tions which they had been taught in the Temple. We
find among them, for instance, the names of Charles
Cotesworth Pinckney, the strongly conservative assertor
of American liberty; Edward Rutledge, who opposed
to the last the Declaration of Independence; and
along-side of these Heyward, Trapier, and Lynch, who,
if they agreed about nothing else, were at least all
Whigs, American as well as English. So we find the
two Lees, Richard Henry and Arthur, the latter more
conspicuous as a diplomatist, perhaps, during the Rev-
olution than useful as a legislator. From Maryland
we have, among others, the most eminent lawyer of the
province, Daniel Dulany, the author of a theory of
legal resistance, founded upon the distinction between
internal and external taxation, so subtle and refined,
and yet so wide-spread in its consequences, that it was

* It is curious to observe how very small a number of New Eng-
land physicians as well as of lawyers were educated in Europe during
the eighteenth century. It appears from a ‘‘List of the Graduates
in Medicine in the University of Edinburgh,’’ printed by Neill &
Co., 1867, that of sixty-three Americans who received the degree
of Doctor of Medicine in that university between 1758 and 1788
only one was from New England.
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adopted by the Earl of Chatham in defending Amer-
ican rights in the House of Lords. From Pennsyl-
vania we find, as the worthy successors of Dickinson
and others who received their legal education in these
Inns of Court between the years 1750 and 1760, a
class of men whom to name is to present a brilliant
array not only of those who laid the foundation of the
reputation of the Philadelphia bar for learning and
ability, but of those also who exerted the most potent
influence in building up our political system during the
Revolutionary era. In this list are to be found the
names of Nicholas Waln, Jasper Yeates, Joseph Reed,
William Hamilton, the three Tilghmans (Richard, Ed-
ward, and William), Thomas McKean, Jared Ingersoll,
Moses Franks, William Rawle, Benjamin Chew, and
Peter Markoe,—all of whom are well known to have
been men of the highest professional standing, not
only in the province, but throughout the Colonies.
These men differed in many things, but in one they
agreed, and that was that the dispute with Great Brit-
ain was mainly a legal question, and that up to the
period of the Declaration of Independence it might be
settled as other legal questions were, if not by a ju-
dicial tribunal, then by an appeal to legal principles
recognized in common by both mother-country and
the Colonies as the outgrowth of English history and
traditions. There was another principle held in com-
mon by all these men: from the beginning to the end
they all maintained their resistance to the ministerial
measures on the ground that these acts were violations
of English, not of natural, law. The first code they
had thoroughly studied in the Temple and seen its
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practical working in England and in their own coun-
try; the other was a vague, indistinct, and illimitable
theory, which might justify any measures calculated to
rouse the passions or inflame the ambition of those
who supported it as a rule of action. In short, the
resistance of the Central Colonies, led by these Tem-
plars, was at the beginning a constitutional resistance
within the lines of the English law; that of their oppo-
nents was a revolutionary resistance at all times, wholly
discarding the injunctions of positive law when not in
accord with their aims, and resting for their justification,
very much as the French did in the Revolution of 1793,
on alleged violations of what they were pleased to call
the Rights of Man.

The full influence of the Temple education on the
lawyers of the Central Colonies is perhaps most clearly
seen when it is contrasted with the training of men of
the same profession in New England. We must re-
member that almost no students from this part of the
country were entered at the Inns of Court prior to the
Revolution, although all the Colonies were governed
mainly by the same English common law. The cause
of their absence is obvious; and to the different train-
ing of the New England lawyers, and to their rela-
tively different position in the society of which they
formed a part, are to be ascribed the peculiar views
which were there maintained of the controversy prior
to the Declaration of Independence.

The clergy (that is to say, the Congregational minis-
ters), and not the lawyers, were the leaders of public
opinion in New England. The system which prevailed
there under ‘“the established order,” or the old charter
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in Massachusetts, was essentially a theocracy, and so it
remained, although somewhat modified, up to the time
of the Revolution. In the midst of that struggle, in
1780, the clergy was strong enough to secure in Mas-
sachusetts by the Bill of Rights of the new constitu-
tion, as they supposed, forever, the establishment of a
church of a special type, each town, parish, precinct,
and other body politic, or religious society, having con-
ferred upon it by this instrument the exclusive right
of electing its public teachers and contracting with
them for their support and maintenance. ‘It remains
true,” says Brooks Adams, in his “ Emancipation of
Massachusetts,” ¢ that secular liberalism could never
have produced that peculiarly acrimonious hostility to
Great Britain wherein Massachusetts stands pre-emi-
nent. . . . Too little study is given to her ecclesiastical
history; the impulses which moulded the destiny of
Massachusetts cannot be understood unless the events
which stimulated the passions of her clergy are kept in
view. Hatred to the Episcopal (Church) and especially
to the Prelatical form of its government had much to
do with rousing the passions of those who feared that
the English government was in earnest in its design
of appointing bishops for New England.” It must be
remembered, in considering the course taken by Massa-
chusetts prior to the Revolution, that the clergy of that
Colony everywhere, but especially in the small towns,
were those who directed the course of the movement.
They had, of course, many lay helpers, of whom
Samuel Adams, who was the first to dream of inde-
pendence, and who never ceased, in season and out
of season, to work for it, was the chief.
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How, then, did the New England Congregational
clergy stand towards the English common and parlia-
mentary law, the violation of which it was claimed by the
leaders in the other Colonies was our great grievance?
The natural course of opposition to the acts of the
ministry would have been to convince those who had
the control of the government either that they were ex-
ceeding their authority or that their acts were wholly
unjustified by the English theory of Colonial law or by
the precedents and practice under it. But they dis-
dained to rest their case upon the allegation that the
acts complained of were mere violations of positive
written law, or even of provisions of their own charters.
There seemed to be always a lurking feeling that al-
though their charters were violated, yet, after all, their
rights rested upon something above and beyond Eng-
lish law; in other words, that they possessed certain
natural rights, founded, as they asserted, on the prin-
ciples of what was called natural equity. This was the
favorite thesis of the Congregational clergy, and it
carried the people, whose leaders they were, very far
beyond the ideas of resistance which prevailed else-
where. In a word, they were jealous from the begin-
ning of any control of their wishes by either royal or
parliamentary authority.

Among men with such a conception of government
there was of course nothing in the course of legal educa-
tion pursued in the Inns of Court with special reference
to the common and the statute law of England which
would recommend itself to the study of those who pro-
posed to become lawyers and magistrates in the com-
monwealth. They maintained, it is true, with a genuine
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English instinct, a certain code of common law, but it

was very unlike the system taught in the Temple and

Lincoln’s Inn and the code of practice of the English

courts. Here is their version, for instance, of some of

the most important provisions of Magna Charta: “No
man’s life shall be taken away, no man’s honour or good
name shall be stayned, no man’s person shall be ar-
rested, restrayned, banished, dismembered, or any ways
punished, unless it be by virtue or equitie of some ex-
presse law of the country warranting the same; or, in
case of the defect of the law in any particular case, by
the word of God,; and in capital cases, or in cases con-
cerning dismemberment or banishment, according to
that, and to be judged by the General Court.” This
code was administered at first by a judiciary composed
of magistrates who were not required to be trained in
any knowledge of the civil law, and down to the Revolu-
tion the commonwealth suffered from the pernicious tra-
dition *“ that the civil magistrate needed no special learn-
ing to perform his duty, and was to take his law from

those who expounded the word of God.” A learned

and independent bar has always been regarded both in

England and in those States which have adopted the

English system as one of the great safeguards of the

liberties of the people; but in Massachusetts, under the

theocracy, the policy of the clergy had been to suppress

as much as possible the study of the law, although under

the new charter their power was much lessened. Yet

the tradition was still strong enough to discourage the

acquisition of legal knowledge. There was, therefore,

no inducement to send their young men to England,

where they might gain a competent knowledge of it.
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From the judgment of the courts in Massachusetts and
Connecticut there was an appeal to the legislature in
criminal cases, which, in violation of all theories of the dis-
tribution of powers, modified or confirmed or made null
the course of justice by requiring it to conform to what the
members of the legislature were pleased to call “natural
equity.” The result of all this was a total ignorance of,
even a contempt for, the law as a science, and thus the
course of New England previous to the Revolution
was far from showing that vindication of English liberty
when it was assailed by the ministry on the ground that
the act was in violation of rights guaranteed by charters
and positive laws, which formed the ground of resistance
in other parts of the country. The most extraordinary
illustration of the manner in which the provisions of
the English law were interpreted, especially as to the
extent of the obligations of the Colonists to obey them,
is found in the declarations of James Otis in his early
life, and of John Adams, two of the leading members
of the Boston bar, just before the Revolution. James
Otis, in his great argument on “ Writs of Assistance,”
in 1761, maintained that “an act of Parliament against
the constitution (that is, against the fundamental prin-
ciples of English law) is void ; that an act against
natural equity is void; that if an act of Parliament
should be made in the very words of this petition it
would be void.” So John Adams, among many other
wonderful deliverances concerning the nature of polit-
ical institutions, did not hesitate to write in 1776 to Mr.
Justice Cushing, “ You have my hearty concurrence in
telling the jury the nullity of the act of Parliament. I
am determined to die of that opinion, let the jus gladiz

3
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say what it will.” So the lett€rs of Samuel Adams are
filled with these strange interpretations of the law, or
rather with an open defiance of any law which should
interpose to check his ardent efforts for independence.
Such doctrines may be preached from the pulpit, or
form the staple of the rhetoric which is powerful at
mass-meetings, but that eminent lawyers should avow
them in courts of justice, where the judges are sworn to
administer the law and not “ natural equity,” would seem
to show that those who advocated them had not been
trained in the English law-schools, in the Temple, or at
Lincoln’s Inn. It is a thousand pities that these men
had not in their youth undergone some of the sobering
training and discipline which were provided there for
students.



~—— —— .

CHAPTER III
PROPRIETARY GOVERNMENT IN PENNSYLVANIA.

THis account of the different legal training provided
for those who were prominent in the New England
political life, and for those who held the same position
in the other Colonies prior to the Revolution, has been
given because it seemed necessary to show how wide
was the chasm which separated them when the crisis
arrived. They acted on one of two opposite political
theories, each of which was the outgrowth of their
special condition, environment, and education. In these
differences of training we have the key-note to their
different attitudes during the early part of the war,
and especially towards the Declaration of Indepen-
dence. John Dickinson may be considered the type
of those whose horizon was always bounded by the
legal aspects of the situation. Samuel Adams, on the
other hand, was naturally an enthusiastic revolutionist,
for whom existing laws, if they interfered with the adop-
tion of his views of independence, were only obstacles
to be removed, like any others, without scruple, if he
had the power to do so.

Mr. Dickinson returned to Philadelphia in 1757, and
at once entered upon the practice of his profession.
No young lawyer rises into notice as rapidly as he
hopes and expects, and his waiting hours are apt to be
given to pursuits which are not strictly professional, and

35
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which are sometimes not productive of good fruits in
after-years. But Dickinson was not a mere lawyer in
the sense that he adopted the calling in order to make
a livelihood. He was a man of statesmanlike mind, and,
no doubt, ambitious of distinction in public life. He
seems to have spent much of his time during the next
few years in the study of English constitutional his-
tory and of what we should now call political science.
The relations of the mother-country to the Colonies,
and indeed the theory and operation of the Colonial
system generally, were then looked upon as subjects
of paramount interest and importance by public men
in all the Colonies, and they naturally engrossed much
of Dickinson's time and study. His earlier writings,
as we shall see, bear testimony not merely to the wide
extent of his reading, but to his capacity of applying
the principles deduced from what he read to the actual
condition of the Colonies ; but work like this was soon
abandoned for the business which his clients brought
him. He was, no doubt, at once recognized as a young
man of brilliant promise at the bar, and, although we
know very little of his progress in his profession, it is
plain that he was not forced to wait long for clients.
We find in the first volume of Dallas’s Reports that
there are three cases mentioned which Mr. Dickinson
argued in the Supreme Court in April term, 1760.
One of these was a case of “foreign attachment,” as
it is technically called; the second, an ejectment case;
and the third, one in which certain points of practice
in the criminal law were discussed. In the first he and
Mr. Galloway were opposed by the two leaders of the
bar at that time, Messrs. Moland and Chew,—the first
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his former preceptor, and the other Chief Justice of the
Province in 1772. This alone is sufficient assurance
that in five years he had acquired a recognized high
position at the bar in the judgment of his professional
brethren. From this time he appears, from all that we
can learn, to have risen in reputation rapidly and to
have increased his business. In a letter to George
Read, dated October 1, 1762, referring to the profes-
sional engagements which pressed upon him at that
time, he says, “I took the liberty a few days ago to
make you a trouble, by asking you to try two causes
between [parties named in Delaware], as I shall be pre-
vented from attending by several cases of consequence
in our Supreme Court to be tried at that time.” Un-
fortunately, none of his forensic arguments have come
down to us; but there seems little doubt that upon them
was founded the reputation which brought him early
into public life. William Rawle the elder, in his account
of the early bar, speaking, probably, more from tradition
than from actual observation, says of Dickinson at a
much later date, “He possessed considerable fluency,
with a sweetness of tone and agreeable modulation of
voice, not well calculated, however, for a large audience.
His law knowledge was respectable, although not re-
markably extensive, for his attention was directed to
historical and political studies. Wholly engaged in
public life, he left the bar soon after the commence-
ment of the American Revolution.”

In October, 1760, he was elected a member of the
Assembly of the “lower counties,” as the State of Dela-
ware was then called. It will be remembered that, up
to the time of the Revolution, Delaware had the same
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Governor as Pennsylvania, but a different Assembly,
and there seems to have been to a much later period
an interchange of the public men of each of these
States, so that men like Dickinson and McKean held
office in both at different times. Dickinson’s reputa-
tion had evidently preceded him in Delaware, for on
becoming a member of the Assembly he was elected
Speaker of that body.

In 1762 he was chosen a member of the Pennsyl-
vania Assembly from the city of Philadelphia, He
writes to George Read concerning this election words
which formed, we may be quite sure, the rule of his
conduct during his whole political life: «I flatter
myself that I come in with the approval of all good
men. I confess,” he says, avowing his ambition for
success in political life, * that I should like to make an
immense bustle in the world, if it could be done by
virtuous actions; but, as there is no probability in that,
I am content if I can live innocent and beloved by
those I love.”

When Dickinson became a member of the Pennsyl-
vania Assembly, the questions which occupied the public
attention, and which were discussed with masterly abil-
ity by Dickinson on the one side and Franklin and
Galloway on the other, were fundamental, involving
the fate of the Proprietary government and of the
charter which had been granted to William Penn by
Charles II. The interest awakened by these discus-
sions was not of that limited and local character which
ordinarily attaches to measures brought before a pro-
vincial legislature. The changes in the government
proposed and argued upon were radical, and they



THE PENNSYLVANIA ASSEMBLY. 39

embraced a discussion of the whole theory of Colonial
government, and especially of that peculiar phase of
it called Proprietary.* The disputants on such a ques-
tion had but little light to guide ‘them from the expe-
rience of other nations; for the form of government
was essentially, at least so far as it was possible to
administer it among people governed by the principles
of English law, a novel one. The change which was
demanded by popular clamor was a revolutionary one,
and the eagerness with which it was urged was due to
the misgovernment of the Proprietaries, and especially
of their deputies or governors, who were sent here
with the most minute and stringent instructions as
to the manner in which they should rule the Prov-
ince. This dispute involved, among other things,
points of such cardinal importance as these: the right
of the Assembly to grant money for the public service
on its own terms ; its claims that it alone should dis-
tribute the public burdens by imposing taxes on such
objects as it deemed best, and especially its right to
tax all the Proprietary estates as the estates of pri-
vate persons were taxed; its right to decline to aid
England in the prosecution of her foreign wars, in

* Mr. Dickinson, while a student in the Temple, had been present
at the argument before the Lords of Trade in February, 1756, on the
petition of certain inhabitants of Pennsylvania praying that Quakers
might be disqualified from sitting as members of the Assembly. His
notes of the arguments of Mr. Yorke (afterwards Lord Morden) on the
one side, and of Mr. Pratt (afterwards Lord Camden) and Mr. Henley
on the other, have been preserved, and show how deep was the inter-
est he felt in these questions of the Proprietary claims, and how well
fitted he was to discuss them. (See ¢The Attitude of the Quakers
in the Provincial Wars,'’ Pennsylvania Magasine for October, 1886.)
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which, it was said, the Province, as such, had no in-
terest whatever; its right and power to establish a
military force for the defence of the Province, com-
posed of volunteers, instead of those serving under a
militia law which made the service compulsory; its
right and duty to treat the Indians within the Province
as they had been treated by William Penn, and to
defend them against the cruelty and rapacity of the
Provincial agents who sought to defraud them of their
lands. These were not new questions in 1762; they
had been most earnestly discussed in 1755, when the
people of Pennsylvania, or a large portion of them,
tired of the endless quarrels between the Assembly
and the deputy governor, and finding in these quarrels
the cause of the defencelessness of the frontiers and
of the exposure of the settlers in that region to the
incursions of the French and their allies the Indians,
sent a petition to the king praying that, for the sake
of those of his subjects who were suffering, no Quaker
should be hereafter allowed to sit in the Assembly. It
was averred (untruly, as it afterwards appeared) that
the Quakers, owing to their conscientious scruples
about declaring war, were unwilling to take any meas-
ures for the defence of the Province and its inhabitants.
The Quakers, and their political friends the Germans,
had been attacked with the utmost virulence in 1755
by the Presbyterians and the Church people for their
supposed want of sympathy with the western settlers.
The quarrel was renewed, if possible more fiercely,
and under nearly the same conditions, in 1762, when
Dickinson entered upon public life.

These were subjects which Mr. Dickinson, from his
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long familiarity with the course of English law and tra-
ditions, was peculiarly well qualified to discuss, and he
soon became a recognized authority among those who
sought to restrain the revolutionary torrent which threat-
ened to overwhelm the Proprietary government. His
chief opponent was Dr. Franklin, who found in this
young man a foeman worthy of his steel. The repre-
sentatives of the people of Pennsylvania had at least
the advantage of hearing these fundamental questions,
upon the decision of which so much depended, argued
by the two greatest political philosophers of the day,
Franklin and Dickinson. This was the first occasion
on which these redoubtable antagonists met in conflict,
and they never afterwards encountered each other,
strange to say, in the discussion of political questions
except as champions of opposite principles. Each was
well fitted for the combat.

Dickinson was in one sense certainly a man of the
world, and had a good deal of experience in practical
affairs; but, after all, he was chiefly a student, and was
most familiar with human nature as he found it described
in the books and writings of philosophers. Franklin
has been well called the apostle of common sense.
No man observed more keenly or understood better
the defects and the prejudices of the average pro-
vincial, as well as the limit of his intelligence, and he
appealed to no sentiment higher than that to which
his constituents could readily respond. While he must
have been familiar with the many excellencies of the
Proprietary charter, the merits of which had indeed
been trumpeted all through the world, and in favor of
the continued existence of which seventy years of unex-
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ampled prosperity pleaded, yet, when he wished for his
own reasons to destroy it forever, he knew well how to
take the best means of accomplishing his object.* He
knew how to paint in striking colors, although in a style
almost transparent from its simplicity, the selfish policy
of the Penn family, its utter meanness in refusing to
consent that its enormous estate should be taxed as
other estates were, its bad faith in dealing with the
Indians, and its cruel neglect of those of the inhabitants
who were exposed to their barbarities. The Penn
family he always represented as the greatest land-
holders of modern times, the actual area of their prop-
erty embracing 55,252 square miles, or 35,361,300
acres. This overgrown estate was managed like a
large farm, with little regard, after the death of the
founder of the Province, for the welfare and interests
of those who had been induced by him to settle here.
The policy of the Proprietary family was that the least
possible sum should be spent upon the improvement
of the Province, so that the largest possible money
return might be received from the investment. In short,
Franklin knew well how to catch the gale of popular
favor so that it would help forward any scheme which
he had at heart, and in his efforts to destroy the
Proprietary government, it must be confessed, he was
much aided by the pretensions to arbitrary power made
by the Proprietary family itself and by its governors
here.

* It may be assumed that Dr. Franklin was the author of the
¢ Historical Review.”’ It is certainly the ablest political pamphlet,
notwithstanding its defects and exaggerations, published with respect
to the Proprietary controversy.
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Dickinson, on the contrary, from the very beginning
maintained the losing side of this controversy. He
saw, as clearly as any one else, the mistakes made by
the deputy governors by their system of thwarting the
wishes of the inhabitants, and doing nothing to en-
courage them in the great work in which they were
engaged of developing the heritage of the Penns, and
refusing to a large portion of them needed protection
while they were thus occupied. The question was not
whether the existing system was a bad one (of that
there could be no doubt whatever), but whether the
direct royal government of the Province which it was
proposed to substitute for it would improve the condi-
tion of the inhabitants. Dickinson was always an in-
tense conservative, and he had a horror of any changes
brought about by revolutionary means. The defects in
the Proprietary government were very familiar, but the
law and history of the case and the dangers of ex-
changing the old system for a royal government were
not so familiar, and he took the unpopular side in ex-
posing these dangers. He seems to have been abso-
lutely independent in the course which he took in this
controversy. He had no alliances or connections with
the Proprietary family, or with those who by force
of patronage and the tenure of office felt obliged to
maintain their cause. Like the honored Speaker of
the House of Assembly, Isaac Norris, his future father-
in-law, much as he deplored the misgovernment of the
Penns, he could not think that the true remedy was to
throw themselves on the tender mercies of the royal
government. For some reason he seems, during the
discussion, to have had misgivings concerning the in-
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tentions of the ministry should the charter be surren-
dered, and we shall see how sagacious was his foresight ;
at all events, he took the course which for the time was
sure to make him unpopular with the multitude. It
may be said, in passing, that Franklin and Dickinson
each possessed a powerful weapon in controversy, and
that was their clear, simple, and faultless English style.
Compared with any other writers or speakers of that
day on this continent, we find none who wrote with the
same plainness, directness, and elegance, and with the
same logical force, as these two great men.

It is important for the understanding of this contro-
versy in 1764 that we should recall that previous period
of the history of the Province in which disputes arising
from the same cause existed, and especially the troubles
which led to the presentation of a petition by the As-
sembly in 1755, through the influence of Dr. Franklin,
to the king, praying that he would forbid thereafter the
election of Quakers as members of that body. The
object of both petitions was the same in this, that they
prayed that a royal government should be substituted
for that of the Proprietary; but, for reasons which will
subsequently appear, the position of the parties was
reversed in 1764, the Quakers generally favoring the
petition of that year, while they had of course been op-
posed to that of 1755. Many persons, and especially the
powerful body of Presbyterians (who acted as a political
party throughout the Province), had urged, in 1755, that
power should be taken out of the hands of the Quaker
Assembly, principally because it had not protected their
co-religionists on the frontiers; but they objected, in
1764, to a surrender of the charter, lest the rights and
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privileges of their body might be curtailed under a
royal government.

The ability and skill shown by Dickinson in arguing
that, manifold as were the abuses from which the
Province suffered under the rule of deputies appointed
by the Proprietor, it would not be safe to risk a change
in the hope that its condition would be improved under
a royal government, made a great impression at the time
both on his friends and on his opponents. His view
was felt to be the statesmanlike view, even if it were
not the popular one. What the actual grievances then
were, and what privileges the people were asked to give
up, trusting entirely to the tender mercies of the
Board of Trade for a change for the better, we must
now consider in a review of these transactions. Let .
us try to get an accurate knowledge of the condition
of the Province when it was called upon in 1755 and in
1764 to propose revolutionary changes in its govern-
ment, and then we can judge of the soundness of the
remedy for admitted evils proposed by Mr. Dickinson.

In 1739, Andrew Hamilton, who had been for many
years Speaker of the Assembly, said to that body on his
retiring from office, “It is not to the fertility of our soil
and the commodiousness of our rivers that we ought
chiefly to attribute the great progress this Province
has made within so small a compass of years in improve-
ments, wealth, trade, and navigation, and the extraordi-.
nary increase of people who have been drawn from
almost every country of Europe; it is all due to the
excellency of our constitution. Our foreign trade and
shipping are free from all imposts except those small
duties payable to his Majesty by the statute laws of
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Great Britain. The taxes are inconsiderable, for the
sole power of raising and disposing of the public money
is lodged in the Assembly. Other incidental taxes are
assessed, collected, and applied by persons annually
chosen by the people themselves. . . . By many years’
experience we find that an equality among religious
societies, without distinguishing one sect with greater
privileges than another, is the most effectual method to
discourage hypocrisy, promote the practice of the moral
virtues, and prevent the plagues and mischiefs which
always attend religious squabbling. This is our consti-
tution, and this constitution was framed by the wisdom
of Mr. Penn,” etc.

The Province of Pennsylvania in 1740 had about one
hundred thousand inhabitants. The population was
divided into three distinct groups,—the Quakers, in
Philadelphia, Chester, and Bucks; the Germans,—or
Palatines, as they were called,—in Lancaster, Berks,
and Northampton ; and the Scotch-Irish Presbyterians,
in York and Cumberland. The country west of the
Susquehanna, with the exception of the last-named
counties, was a wilderness occupied by Indians for some
distance beyond the Alleghanies, where it was bounded
by the line from Erie to Pittsburg which was being
fortified by the French. Of the inhabitants of the
Province, one-fourth or one-fifth were Quakers, about
one-half Germans, and the rest emigrants.from the
north of Ireland. The influence of the Quakers was
still predominant, although the large emigration from
Europe had much lessened it in the latter years of
the period we are considering. The principal business
of the people was agricultural, to which they added such
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commerce to Europe and the West Indies as was re-
quired to transport thither their provisions. During this
period, notwithstanding the French and Indians were de-
stroying the lives of the people of the back counties and
their property, the material prosperity of the Province
was uninterrupted. The imports and the shipping had
increased twofold, and the exports threefold, and more
than twenty-five thousand Germans alone emigrated to
the Province. There was no land-tax, and had been
none for nearly forty years. The expenses of govern-
ment were paid by an excise and by tavern licenses.
There was little gold or silver in the Province, the
greater portion having been drained out of the country
to pay for English imports. The Assembly was in the
habit of meeting extraordinary emergencies by issuing
paper money,—that is, lending the credit of the Prov-
ince to those who would pay a good interest for it and
give ample security for the return of the loan. To this
policy was attributed by the Provincials, with Dr. Frank-
lin at their head, the extraordinary prosperity of the
country, which was thus abundantly supplied with a
cheap currency. The royal government and the Pro-
prietaries were no friends to paper money,—at least to
that issued by the English Colonies,—and on this sub-
ject there was a constant controversy between the As-
sembly of the Province and the governors appointed
by the Penns. To irreconcilable differences on this

_point, and not to religious scruples, is no doubt to be

ascribed much of the embarrassment of the English
government in Pennsylvania in raising men, money,
and supplies for the prosecution of the war.

The Province was then ruled by deputy or lieutenant

1
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governors, appointed by the Penns as Proprietaries and
confirmed by the king. They were assisted by a coun-
cil which had no legislative power; that was exclusively
vested by the charter in the Assembly, which exercised
great authority by virtue of that instrument and claimed
much more,—a pretension which was strongly opposed
by the Penns and their governors. This body was
granted, by the amended charter of 1701, power, among
other things, “to appoint committees, prepare bills, im-
peach criminals, and redress grievances, with all other
powers and privileges of an Assembly, according lo the
vights of free-born subjects of England.”” Under these
large powers the Assembly prior to 1740 had secured
two important concessions, which had much to do with
the question of its motive in withholding or granting
the supplies that were asked for by the Proprietaries
and the Crown for the prosecution of the war. These
were, first, that to the Assembly belonged exclusively
the right not merely of disposing of the public money,
but of determining the means and method by which
it should be raised; and, secondly, that the decision of
the lieutenant-governor approving or disapproving a
bill passed by the Assembly should be final, and not
subject to reversal by the Proprietary.

After 1751 this Assembly was composed of thirty-six
members; and it cannot be doubted that it most truly
represented the wealth and intelligence of the Province.
Of this number twenty-six members represented the
home counties of Philadelphia, Chester, and Bucks; the
other ten were sent by the Germans and the Irish of
the back counties,—settlements greater in population,
but not possessed to so great a degree as the eastern
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counties of those elements which, according to the theory
that then prevailed, were entitled to representation.

The legislative power of the Assembly was subject to
two important restrictions only,—viz.: first, that the
measures adopted by it should receive the approval
of the lieutenant-governor; and, secondly, that to the
Privy Council in England was reserved the power to
disallow and repeal any laws enacted by the Assembly
within five years after their passage. Every parliamen-
tary expedient for which there was any precedent was
resorted to by the Assembly to maintain its power.
Among other things, it insisted, in accordance with the
practice of the English House of Commons, that its
money-bills should be accepted by the lieutenant-gov-
ernor without amendment.

The Assembly from the beginning was always jealous
of the authority claimed by the lieutenant-governor,
and during these sixteen years it learned to distrust
and hate the Proprietary administration. It seems,
indeed, that for a body of Englishmen bred in the tra-
ditions of English liberty no system more incapable
of working smootily and satisfactorily could well have
been devised. The Proprietary was not only their
governor, but he was the absolute owner of far the
larger portion of the soil of the Province. Hence his
public duties, so far as they concerned the wise gov-
ernment of his people, were constantly coming into
collision with his private interests, which tempted him
to govern in such a way as would not be in harmony
with the welfare of the people. Thus, the governor
objected to the issuing of paper money, both because
he supposed that in the end it would ruin the Propri-

4
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etary's private interests in the lands of the Province,
and because the English government regarded such
a currency as undesirable. The Assembly, with the
* people, led by Dr. Franklin, on the other hand (rightly
or wrongly), regarded this paper money as the panacea
for all the ills from which a trading community can
suffer, and insisted upon issuing it whenever called
upon to vote supplies. Again, the private interests
of the Penns led them to oppose taxation of their
estates (at first absolutely, and afterwards in a modi-
fied way); while the necessities of the defence, as
well as impartial equity, required that all the estates
in the Province should be taxed in the same way, so
that each might bear its due share of the general bur-
den. For a long time, too, the Penns refused to pay
a proper share of the expenses attending Indian treaties
for the sale of land, although such treaties added mil-
lions of acres to their own overgrown estate, besides, of
course, making more valuable that which they already
possessed.

Prior to 1755 the controversy between the gov-
ernors (Hamilton and Morris) and the Assembly con-
cerning, not the granting of supplies, but the manner of
raising them, was incessant. Eight times during these
years did the governor demand money for supplies for
military operations against the French and Indians,
and eight times did the Assembly agree to grant them
" for the king’s use, provided they were purchased with
money raised by issuing loans. Eight times did the
governor, in accordance, as he said, with his instructions
from the Proprietaries and the Crown, refuse to accept
supplies thus offered, although he was forced, in one or
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two cases, to agree under protest to the bills. In the
proceedings during these years there is certainly noth-
ing to show any unwillingness to defend the Province,
although there were often evasions of the real difficulty
on the part of the Assembly which make some of its
acts appear disingenuous and uncandid.  Still, the main .
point that the Assembly, on the whole, was in earnest,
not only in defending the Province but in maintaining
English supremacy on this continent, even if it insisted
upon doing it in its own way, seems established.

It is no doubt true that the Assembly, composed in
large part of Quakers, had conscientious scruples about
declaring and maintaining war, but these scruples had
been overcome in previous wars in which the military
aid of the Province had been invoked, as many acts of
Assembly testify. In this particular case the members
supposed that their consciences would be quieted and
the Province defended by the enactment of a law for the
enrolment of volunteers rather than by a general militia
law. Hence the Military Bill and the Supply Bill, which
were designed to be substitutes for the Militia Bill and
the bill exempting the Proprietary estates from the tax-
ation levied on others recommended by the Governor;
and hence their enemies asserted that the Quakers
were unwilling to defend the Province, and therefore
should be ineligible as members of the Assembly.

The Military Bill was entitled an act ‘“for the better
ordering and regulating such as are willing and desirous
of being united for military purposes.” By it a volun-
teer force was raised, thoroughly organized, and made
subject to military discipline. This bill was called a
usurpation of the rights of the Crown. The Supply
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Bill (1755), by which the Proprietaries’ estates were
exempted from taxation in consideration of a promised
gift from them of five thousand pounds, was intended to
grant the money necessary for the pay of these troops
and for their military operations. With the money
and men supplied by these two bills a chain of forts
and block-houses extending from the river Delaware
along the Kittatinny Hills to the Maryland line was
erected. They were situated at convenient distances
from one another and at the most important passes
of the mountains, and were garrisoned with companies,
all in the pay of the Province, composed of from sev-
enty-five to twenty-five men each, according to the situ-
ation and importance of the place. In other words, a
complete system of defence was at last established. In
the face of such acts and such results the Board of
Trade had the hardihood to declare that “ the measures
taken by the Assembly for the defence of the Province
were improper, inadequate, and ineffectual, and that
there was no cause to hope for other measures while
the majority of the Assembly consisted of persons whose
avowed principles were against military services.”

Such was the manner in which these efforts of the
loyal Assembly of Pennsylvania to provide against
invasion were regarded by the home government and
the Proprietaries. The answer made a profound im-
pression upon those who had hitherto supported the
pretensions of the Penn family, and brought forth
abundant fruit in 1764 and in the Revolution.

Such is an outline of the circumstances which led
to the petition of 1755 asking that the Quakers might
be disfranchised, and such was its reception by the
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ministry. It remained to be seen whether the com-
plaints of 1764 would be more readily listened to.
Notwithstanding the contempt with which the ministry
treated in 1756 the Pennsylvania method of raising
soldiers and paying them, the Assembly in 1762, then
purged of its non-fighting element, persisted in its claim
to vote its own money, to levy taxes upon the Propri-
etary estates at the same rate as those of others, and
to employ an armed force in such a way as it deemed
best for the defence of the Province. From the passive
resistance of the Assembly to the demands of the min-
istry, and the impossibility of coercing it into obedi-
ence, it is clear that this resistance was not due to the
Quakers because of their scruples about war, but to
others, because they thought the rights secured to
them by their charter invaded. Peace was made with
the Delaware Indians in 1756, the seven years’ war
with the French was ended on this continent by the
conquest of Canada in 1759, and it was hoped that no
further occasion for discussing again this much contro-
verted question would arise.

But in 1763 a new Indian war broke out (that of
Pontiac), in which the tribes between the Ohio and the
Lakes took part, and Pennsylvania was, of course, called
upon to raise men and money for the protection of its
own frontiers. This was the signal for the renewal of
the dispute between the Assembly and the Proprieta-
ries in regard to the taxation of their estates. It was .
supposed that a compromise had been agreed upon
between them and Dr. Franklin, the agent of the
Province in London, by which it was settled that the
Proprietary estates (located but uncultivated) should
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not be assessed more highly than at the lowest rate
of assessment levied on the uncultivated lands of the
inhabitants. The Assembly in November, 1763, passed
an appropriation bill with such a proviso in it, but the
governor refused to approve it, on the ground that
his interpretation of the stipulation agreed upon in
London was that the assessment of the lands of the
Proprietaries should not be higher than the lowest
valuation of the worst lands of the inhabitants.

The war which was waged by the Delawares and
Shawanees was perhaps the most bloody and deso-
lating of any Indian war in which the Province was
ever engaged. It began in the summer of 1763, and
the Indians, having captured all the posts between
Lake Erie and Pittsburg, swept down upon the coun-
try between the latter place and the Susquehanna,
attacking in small parties the homes of the settlers,
and destroying all—men, women, and children—who
came within their reach. The wretched inhabitants,
most of whom were Scotch-Irish emigrants or their
children, complained in piteous terms to the Assembly
of the want of protection. They did not blame that
body for manifesting the same indifference as had been
shown by the Assembly to the outrages from which
they had suffered in 1755, but they thought that a cer-
tain voluntary body called “the Friendly Association,”
composed of Quakers, whose object it was to protect
the Indians from the fraud and rapacity of the Propri-
etary agents in their land-purchases, had too much in-
fluence with the legislature, who had thus been induced
to take too lenient a view of the outrages from which
those who lived on the frontiers suffered. Many of
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these in the end lost patience, and some time after,
burning with the desire of vengeance, took the law
into their own hands, massacred the Indians wherever
they could find them, and were guilty of all those ex-
cesses known in Pennsylvania history as the “outrages
of the Paxton Boys.”

The Supply Bill and Military Bill of November, 1763,
formed the response of the Assembly to these appeals
of the suffering frontiersmen. It voted with great
alacrity fifty thousand pounds, and agreed to raise one
thousand men, the quota of the Province as fixed by
the royal authorities. But the governor (John Penn)
would not agree that the tax-rate upon the uncul-
tivated lands of the Proprietaries should be higher than
the lowest rate at which any of the uncultivated lands
of the inhabitants were assessed. There was no time
for delay amidst the horrors of an Indian war, if relief
was to be given by force of arms; and yet the deputy
governor not only hesitated but actually refused at last
to approve a measure essential to the security of a
. large number of the best citizens of the Province,
lest the income of the Proprietaries should for the
time be reduced. It is impossible to find any satis-
factory explanation for such conduct at such a crisis.
The Assembly was more humane, and could not per-
severe in its resistance to the act of the governor at
so fearful a price. It agreed that the bill should
pass with the provisions insisted upon by the governor
in regard to taxation. The result was that Colonel
Bouquet was enabled to follow up the triumphant
results of the battle of Bushy Run, and that the In-
dians were at last compelled to leave the Province
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to which their fathers had welcomed William Penn.
Having in vain appealed to their just and kind treat-
ment by the great Onas, as they called him, they were
driven from their lands by his successors, and were
transformed from the mild Delawares and Shawanees
into the fiercest and most cruel warriors of whom
Colonial history makes mention.

The victory of the governor over the Assembly in
forcing it to give way at this crisis cost the Propri-
etaries dearly. It was, indeed, the beginning of that
discontent with their government which would undoubt-
edly in a few years have overthrown it had not the
work been done by the American Revolution. Their
conduct in Pennsylvania had been such that no one
justified it, least of all the Quakers, who had hitherto
been its main supporters. They had deeply offended
the children of those who had been William Penn’s
friends and companions, and who continued to adhere
to those maxims of government of which he had been
so illustrious an exponent. The rapacity which the
governor had shown in appropriating the lands of
the Indians, and his unwillingness that these lands
should bear a due share of the burden of taxation, had
shocked the moral sense of the Quakers, and they did
not hesitate to speak plainly of these iniquitous pro-
ceedings. With the Quakers agreed many of the Ger-
mans, especially those who had not been exposed to the
incursions of the savages; while the rest, who lived in
the country districts and saw for themselves the dan-
gers of an Indian war, demanded, of course, a govern-
ment which would protect them. But those who were
most violent in denouncing the Proprietary government
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because its deputy here would not consent that the Prov-
ince should be defended in the way proposed by the
Assembly, lest the family income of the Penns should
be endangered, were the Scotch-Irish settlers to the
west of the Susquehanna ; although the Presbyterian
clergy among them were apprehensive, as we have seen,
of danger to their church should a royal government
be substituted for that of the Proprietary. In vain had
they appealed to the government for protection during
many years, as in 1755 and in 1763; in vain had they
begged and suffered and threatened. Nothing was done,
because of the quarrels between the Assembly and the
governor, each trying to shift the blame upon the other.
At last, and for once in the history of Pennsylvania, -
there came a time when there was no difference of
opinion among her people; all agreed that the blame
should rest upon the Proprietaries and their agents.
The Quakers were no longer censured, and an As-
sembly of which they formed an inconsiderable portion
as compared with the non-fighting Quakers of the
Assemblies prior to 1756 unanimously adopted twenty-
six resolutions, prepared by Mr. Galloway, setting forth
the nature and extent of the grievances which they had
suffered at the hands of the Proprietaries.

The great burden of complaint seems to have been
the government of a deputy without whose consent no
legislation could be enacted, who was bound in his acts
to obey the instructions of the Proprietaries in England,
and who was in no way responsible to the people of the
Province for them. This, it was alleged, had been the
main cause of the unequal taxation, the defenceless-
ness of the Province, and all the other evils from which
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it was suffering. It was said that the Assembly had
since the settlement of the Province paid large sums
by way of revenue to the Proprietaries and for the
support of their governors, but that the Proprietaries
had themselves appropriated for their private use all
the best lands as soon as they had been acquired from
the Indians, holding them for a high market, and in the
mean time refusing to pay taxes on them. Thus the
resolutions went on, heaping complaint upon complaint
of the Proprietary system. Much of this, no doubt, was
exaggeration, but it shows at least the utter discontent
of the inhabitants with the rule to which they were sub-
jected. The conclusion at which they arrived was this:
“That the sole executive powers of government being
in the hands of the Proprietaries (the actual owners of
the larger portion of the soil), together with the exten-
sive and growing influence arising from their vast and
daily increasing estate, must in future times, according
to the natural course of human affairs, render them ab-
solute, and they may become as dangerous to the pre-
rogatives of the Crown as to the liberties of the people.”
These resolutions, drawn up by Galloway, were, as
we have said, unanimously adopted, and it was under-
stood when the Assembly adjourned that it would meet
again in fifty days, to decide upon what measures it
would recommend to redress the long list of grievances
which it had enumerated. In the interval there was
much talk of an address to the king asking him to re-
voke the charter and to take the Province under his own
royal government, always reserving to the inhabitants
the chartered privileges they had hitherto enjoyed.
When the Assembly met, in May, 1764, the commit-
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tee which had been appointed at the previous session
(consisting of Messrs. Galloway, Franklin, Rodman,
Pearson, Douglas, Montgomery, and Tool) to recom-
mend what course ought to be pursued at this crisis,
reported that a petition to the king which had been
prepared by Dr. Franklin should be adopted. This
petition prayed that his Majesty “ would resume the gov-
ernment of the Province, making such compensation to
the Proprietaries as would be equitable, and permitting
the inhabitants to enjoy under the new government
the privileges that have been granted to them by and
under your royal predecessors.” This petition was sup-
ported by others, signed, it was said, by more than three
thousand five hundred persons, urging the king to grant
the prayer of the Assembly. These petitions were
signed by men of all parties,—by Quakers, by Germans,
and by the Scotch-Irish settlers on the frontiers. The
only organized resistance to the movement seems to
have come from the Presbyterians of Eastern Pennsyl-
vania. Some of the more prominent ministers sent a
circular to their fellow-religionists throughout the Prov-
ince advising them to cling to the charter and to sign
petitions asking that it be retained. “It is not safe,”
they say, “to do things of such importance rashly.
Our privileges (as Presbyterians) by this change may
be greatly abridged, and cannot be enlarged. Our
charter” (that is, the privileges secured by the charter)

* It has often been said that there was no opposition shown
to this measure by persons opposed to a change of government.
But a large number of petitions asking that the Proprietary govern-
ment should be retained will be found among the Penn MSS. in the
collection of the Historical Society.
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“is in danger by such a change, and let no one persuade
you to the contrary.” No doubt a keen sense of the
position occupied by the Presbyterian Church under
the royal governments of New York and Virginia had
much to do with inspiring these sentiments.

It would seem that Dickinson was not present when
these resolutions were adopted, and that the violent
attack which he made on the proposed petition had
hardly been anticipated. On the 24th of May the
debate began; and in reading the speeches of Dickin-
son on the one side, and of Galloway on the other, of
this great question, involving a change of the form of
government, it is very clear that we shall look in vain
in the proceedings of any deliberative assembly of the
present day for so masterly a discussion of a subject so
fundamental as this in all its bearings. Dickinson began
by admitting all the serious evils which were said to have
resulted from the administration of the Proprietary gov-
ernment,—the inequality of taxation, the anomalous
position of the governor, the evils which flowed from
the obligation of the deputy to obey the instructions of
the Proprietaries in England in governing the Province.
But then he took the position which afterwards proved
so damaging to his reputation when it was proposed to
adopt independence as a remedy for admitted evils.
He thought he foresaw greater evils in the change than
those from which the Province was then suffering.* His
sagacity, founded upon a thorough knowledge of the

*Consult a letter from Edward Rutledge to Jay (Correspondence
of Jay, p. 67), ‘A plan of a confederation which Dickinson has
drawn. It has the vice of all his productions to a considerable
degree,—I mean the vice of refining foo much.”
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aims of the British ministry, led him to the belief that
it would be dangerous to place any confidence in them,
His love of country, thus enlightened, made him, there-
fore, shrink from trusting such a remedy. His natural
hesitation, which he never quite overcame, proved in
1776 to be weakness ; but in 1764 it turned out to be
the very highest wisdom, for the very evils which he
predicted we should suffer from the acts of the ministry,
could it get control here, showed themselves soon after
in the arbitrary measures which precipitated the Revo-
lution. Dickinson told the Assembly that the only
question at issue was one of remedy, and he insisted
that this was neither the time nor the way by which
the remedy that was sought—that is, a royal govern-
ment with the charter privileges reserved—could be ob-
tained. He warned the Assembly that hitherto the very
worst acts of the Proprietaries had been those in which
they had been most strongly supported by the ministry ;
that we were not likely to be treated with favor when
we avowed ourselves, as we had always done, opposed to
a method of granting supplies approved by the late and
the present king ; and that it was unreasonable to sup-
pose that we should be received on our terms under the
king’s government when we would not obey the king’s
commands. No one, he said, wished to come under the
direct government of the king unless his privileges were
preserved. He spoke of the danger of an established
church and of a standing army, of the exceptionally
favorable condition in which we had been placed by
our charter, and of the folly of exposing ourselves to
dangers from changes which we could not foresee, and
which would render insecure those priceless privileges
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that had made Pennsylvania what she was in the eyes of
the world. Finally, he asserted that the Assembly had no
right, by any law, divine or human, to change the form
of government without the formal assent of the people.
In short, rather than be a revolutionist he had become a
prophet of evil ; but all through it is clear that his motive
was a strong love of country and fear for the future. He
felt intensely the evils of the government under which
he lived ; but, not seeing a remedy, he felt that we had

better
‘¢ bear those ills we have
Than fly to others that we know not of.’’

After all, it is easier to destroy than to build up.
This speech of Dickinson’s has always appeared to me
to be the strongest of all his productions: it seems
impossible to escape from its logic. But the people of
the Province at that time were in no humor to be con-
vinced by logic that they might change for the worse.
The government under which they lived denied them
protection, as they thought, and they were suffering
from the wild panic of an Indian invasion. The petition
was adopted by the Assembly, only four members of
that body voting against it. It was never presented to
the king, no favorable occasion, in the opinion of the
Provincial agents, occurring when its prayer was likely
to be granted with the “charter privileges reserved.”

And here it may be again said that the prophecies’

which Dickinson had made concerning ministerial inter-
ference here, in case opportunity offered, proved true.
Less than three months passed before George Gren-
ville proposed the enactment of the Stamp Act, and in
less than eighteen months a congress of the Colonies
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was assembled in New York to protest against that
very interference which Dickinson’s fears had antici-
pated and against which the Assembly of the Province
had so strenuously contended. '

This debate, although it made no converts in the As-
sembly, produced a profound impression, not only upon
public opinion here, but also upon those members of
the Penn family in England who, strong in ministerial
support, had pursued so arbitrary and selfish a policy
in the government of Pennsylvania. They discovered
that those whom they had hitherto regarded as their
strongest partisans did not hesitate to condemn that
policy, although they might not be willing to join with
Dr. Franklin and Mr. Galloway in encouraging a revo-
lution in order to overturn the Proprietary government.
They became more moderate in their pretensions after
this display of the strength of the Colonists, and it is not
unlikely that, if the claims of the Proprietaries in the
coming struggle had not been identified with those of
the ministry, some modus vivends, at least for the time,
might have been found. As it was, a blow against them
was a blow against the ministry, although the majority
of the Assembly professed itself willing to trust that
very ministry with forming a government which should
be satisfactory to Pennsylvania.

In those days the public was not admitted to listen
to the debates, and of course there were no reporters.
From the printed speeches of Dickinson on the one
side and of Galloway on the other we derive all our
knowledge of the discussion; although it was asserted
at the time that the printed speeches were not faithful
transcripts of what was said. It is well, however, to
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remember that there was once a period during which
such a debate could take place in the legislature of
Pennsylvania. Not only was Dickinson’s speech a
masterly one, worthy of the occasion, but also that of
his opponent, Galloway, to judge from the printed copy,
had merit of the highest order. He said everything
that could be properly said in favor of the experiment
which Dickinson considered so hazardous, and said it
in the best possible style, showing a familiarity with
the question in all its bearings which serves to give
one a very good idea of the extent of the attainments
of a man who ranked in those days as a lawyer of the
highest class. Galloway had at least the advantage
of a sympathetic audience, who fully believed with him
that any change in the system of government must be
an improvement on the old one.* The interest which
attaches to this debate in history is increased when
we are told that the preface to Dickinson’s speech
was written by the Rev. Dr. Smith (the Provost), and
that to Galloway’s by Dr. Franklin. By many these
prefaces have been thought quite to overshadow the
speeches themselves. However, we have now the
opportunity not only of seeing how this momentous
occasion impressed the most conspicuous men in the
Province, but also of knowing how the future then ap-
peared to the sanguine temperament of Dr. Franklin,
and of listening to the lessons of past experience taught
by Dickinson.

* It must be said that Dickinson vehemently denied that the printed
speech of Galloway was the one actually delivered by him. The only
public men against whom Dickinson seems to have entertained a
rancorous feeling were Galloway and John Adams.



CHAPTER 1V.
FORERUNNERS OF THE REVOLUTION.

THE desire to change the Proprietary government
was so strong and general that Dickinson, for a time
at least, became so unpopular by advocating its reten-
tion that he lost his seat in the Assembly, and did
not regain it until 1770. Pending the result of the
application to the Crown to resume the government
of the Province there was comparative quiet, and few
subjects of importance, at least of those which involved
our relations with the mother-country, excited public
attention. There seemed to be no occasion for com-
plaint amidst the rejoicings which followed on the Peace
of 1763. English colonists here fully shared the glory,
as they had shared the labor and the danger, of the
achievements which had made their country mistress
of North America and of India and the arbiter of the
destinies of Europe. This year of jubilee did not last
long, however, and it became necessary to decide how
the money-cost of all this glory was to be paid. The
crisis was evidently approaching which had long been
foreseen by the most sagacious men in the Colonies,
when ministerial interference with our affairs would
take the shape of extorting our money from us by
imperial authority to be used for imperial purposes; in
other words, of raising a revenue from the Colonies by
imposing taxes upon them by act of Parliament.

5 65
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The two measures by which this policy was publicly
avowed were the Sugar Bill and the proposed Stamp
Act. The announcement by the ministry of their in-
tention was met by an immediate and energetic pro-
test from nearly all the American Colonies; and John
Dickinson, whose predictions as to the folly of trusting
to the ministry for relief had been fulfilled only too
soon, was appealed to to lead the opposition to the prin-
ciple of arbitrary taxation which underlay these two -
Acts of Parliament. On the 14th of March, 1764, there
was reported to the House of Commons an act, com-
monly called the “ Sugar Act,” extending and perpetu-
ating the English Navigation Acts. By it Great Britain
was made the storehouse of the products of Asiatic, as
it had long been of European, countries. This act in-
creased the duty on sugar, and made various regula-
tions intended to protect English manufactures sent to
the Colonies; in short, its object was to give a monop-
oly of the Colonial commerce and production to the
English trading classes, adopting an ingenious method
of forcing the Colonies to pay tribute to the metrop-
olis by making it the only market in which they could
buy commodities the productions of any country in the
world. It was asserted by the ministry that it was
just that the revenue derived under this act from the
Colonies should be used for imperial purposes. The
important point connected with the proposed law was
that it was the first in which the adoption of that policy
was openly avowed.

At the same time that the Sugar Act was passed
(and it met no opposition whatever), the House of
Commons resolved “that it may be proper to charge
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certain stamp duties in the Colonies.” Mr. Grenville,
however, with proper caution, postponed any legislation
on this latter proposition until it could be ascertained
how it would be regarded in this country. The Colo-
nial Assemblies at once took the alarm when the news
reached them that these new methods of taxation had
been proposed, and protested strongly against their
adoption, the Assembly of Pennsylvania declaring “ that,
as they always had, so they always should think it their
duty to grant aid to the Crown according to their abili-
ties when required in the usual constitutional manner.”

At this time Mr. Dickinson, free from the anxieties
and responsibilities of public life, determined to inter-
pose. Like a vigilant sentinel, he saw, what many of
his countrymen failed to see, the danger lurking in these
two acts, and the fearful results that would follow if they
should be allowed to be enforced without opposition.
As the “Stamp Act” was not yet passed, he called at-
tention to the provisions of the “Sugar Act” as a
method of taxing us by act of Parliament. He printed
a pamphlet in 1765 entitled “The Late Regulations
respecting the British Colonies on the Continent of
America considered.” This pamphlet shows him to
have acquired at that time as full a knowledge of the
political economy of that day, as it affected the rela-
tions between the Colonies and the mother-country, as
his speech on the proposed change of government
had shown familiarity with the constitutional and legal
principles on which those Colonial relations had been
built. With great skill he set himself to prove to his
English readers, for whom his pamphlet was specially
intended, that the metropolis would suffer far more from
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the enforcement of the new regulations established by
the “Sugar Act” than would the Colonies themselves.
- He pointéd out that the only way by which money could
be raised in the Colonies to pay for English manufac-
tures was by encouraging their foreign commerce. The
amount which they owed the English manufacturers was
large, as they had been forced to buy exclusively from
them, and the Colonies had no other means of satisfy-
ing the debt. Our trade with Spain, Portugal, and the
foreign plantations in the West Indies had hitherto
enabled us to pay our debts to England in a certain
roundabout way. Under the new act our foreign com-
merce must cease, because we were forbidden to send
our productions—flour, fish, timber, etc.—where they
were needed, and where their price would enable us to
pay our debts in England, the mother-country having
little need of our staples. Everything that we produced
that Great Britain chose to take must be sent to that
kingdom only, although a higher price could be ob-
tained for certain articles elsewhere, and everything we
chose to import from Europe must first be shipped to
England and thence reshipped to us. Mr. Dickinson’s
object was to show, what does not seem to have been
very difficult, that, as all the profits of this grinding
monopoly went to the English merchants and traders,
it was extreme folly on their part to give up the trade,
and that we had submitted in this country quietly to
all this extortion because the British connection seemed
valuable to us, as our trade under these restrictions
certainly was to the commercial class in Great Britain.
Speaking of the proposed Stamp Act, Mr. Dickinson
scarcely refers in this pamphlet to the objections to
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which its enactment subsequently gave rise, but con-
fines himself almost wholly to the discussion of its eco-
nomic effects, He insists, curiously enough, that such
was the scarcity of silver in the Colonies at that time
that a sufficiently large sum of that metal to pay for the
stamps and the duties levied upon the articles imported
could not be procured here. If there be not some
strange exaggeration in this statement, it is certainly a
most striking illustration of the poverty of the country
in this form of currency at that time. Fortunately, the
Assembly had issued, at various times, paper obliga-
tions, which in a certain way answered the purposes
of a currency. This expedient mitigated to some ex-
tent the suffering of the trading-classes here produced
by the English regulations, and at the same time en-
abled the people to purchase an increased amount of
English manufactures. Mr. Dickinson, with great wis-
dom, confines himself to describing the injury likely to
be inflicted upon the English merchants and manufac-
turers by the enforcement of this act, as he believed
that their influence alone could bring about its repeal.
In regard to the irritation inseparable from its enforce-
ment here, especially the strong objections to the pro-
visions giving jurisdiction to courts of admiralty acting
without a jury, and converting the men-of-war on this
station into court-houses and naval officers into judges
for the trial of offences created by it, he knew perfectly
well that the British public cared nothing, and there-
fore he was silent about wrongs which we considered
grievous.

The year during which it was proposed that the
opinion of the Colonists concerning the policy of the
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proposed Stamp Act should be taken was about ex-
piring when the ministry, with very little opposition in
the House of Commons and none whatever in the House
of Lords, but in the face of the vigorous and unanimous
protest of the Assemblies of the Colonies, enacted that
measure into a law on the 22d of March, 1765. As
the political education of the American people made
great progress during the year that followed, and as
John Dickinson was one of their chiefest and most
trusted leaders and teachers at that time, it may be
useful to recall some of the stages of that progress.

We have now arrived at that period in our history when
the discussion of the fundamental principle of English
liberty on this continent, the right of the English Parlia-
ment to tax the Colonies for imperial purposes, was
begun. The question, of course, at that time was not
the amount of money involved in our loss of trade or
in the payment for stamps, but the right of Parliament
to lay a burden upon us for such purposes,—in other
words, how far the alleged omnipotence of Parliament
extended,— whether, as it was afterwards said, it ex-
tended to all cases whatever.

It is hardly necessary to recall the excitement which
prevailed throughout the Colonies during the year in
which we were threatened with the enactment of the
Stamp Act. In striking contrast with our alarm and
indignation was the absolute indifference which was
shown in London in regard to its consequences. This
act, which is now recognized by English historians as
having been the most important and far-reaching in its
results of any that was ever passed by Parliament, ex-
cited far less interest in England than the controversy
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between John Wilkes and the Court, which was then at
its height. Here it was the theme of multitudinous
essays in the newspapers and in pamphlets, the writers
all agreeing that great evils would result from its enact-
ment, while each had a different theory to explain how
its illegal and unconstitutional provisions were to be re-
sisted. The discussions concerning the Stamp Act were
typical of the differences of opinion, if not of the dis-
sensions, which prevailed among us more or less during
the Revolution. There was no dispute about the nature
of our grievances, but there was a constant controversy
as to the best methods of redressing them. Fortu-
nately, as a means of relief, the Americans took a
course which had in their previous history proved, it is
true, unsatisfactory, but towards which they now turned
instinctively, as they have done ever since in times of
supreme danger. They determined to seek the counsel
of the united Colonies and to abide by it. The prop-
osition that delegates from the different Colonies should
meet and consider the probable effect of the Sugar Act
and the Stamp Act on the Colonies came from Massa-
chusetts, and it was soon after agreed to by nine of
the Colonial Assemblies. The common watchword at
that time was the denial of the right of Parliament to
tax America for imperial purposes; but how this opin-
ion was to be enforced in the face of the well-known
maxim as to the omnipotence of Parliament was a prob-
lem which it was left to the wisdom of the united Col-
onies in Congress to solve. As to Pennsylvania, her
position, as shown by the resolutions adopted by her
Assembly when accepting the invitation to be present
at the Congress, was somewhat peculiar. She declared
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emphatically that, whatever might be the abstract right
of Parliament to levy taxes upon the Colonies, there
was no justification, so far as she was concerned, for
its exercise at the present juncture. ¢ This Province,”
said the Assembly, “ whenever required by his Majesty
for carrying on military operations for the defence of
America, had most cheerfully contributed its full pro-
portion of men and money, and that in future, whenever
called upon in a constitutional manner, it will be their
duty to make liberal grants of men and money, not
only for the defence and security but for the other
public service of the British American Colonies.”

The Congress met at New York on the s5th of
October, 1764, nine Colonies being represented. Mr.
Dickinson, as leader of the opposition to the Stamp
Act in Pennsylvania, and as the man above all others
in the country who was most familiar with the principle
involved therein, was one of the delegates from this
Province. His colleagues were Mr. Joseph Fox, who
was Speaker of the House of Assembly, and Messrs.
Bryan and Morton.

The Stamp Act Congress was not an harmonious
body, and its meeting took place at a time when the
general discontent did not demand immediate active
resistance to the measures of the ministry. Unfortu-
nately, as with the meetings of all the representative
Assemblies which were held prior to the Revolution, the
people were excluded from its deliberations: hence we
know little or nothing of the discussions which took
place, or of the views held by the different members,
except so far as they may be gathered from the meagre
account of their proceedings which they saw fit to
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publish. From this source we learn that the debate on
the nature of the resistance to be offered lasted eleven
days; that it was at times very violent; that the
presiding officer of the Congress was Mr. Timothy
Ruggles, a Tory of the Tories, who refused to sign
the report of its proceedings, and who became a brig-
adier-general in the armies of the king during the
Revolution. Governor Colden of New York, where
the Congress met, regarded its assemblage as illegal,
and he avowed his determination to enforce the law,
and to call in the regiments of General Gage, then
stationed at New York, if necessary, to aid him. We
learn, further, that in the end the delegates of six
Colonies only out of nine were willing to express
their approval of the very temperate resolutions which
were proposed. It was clear that a common ground
of opposition to the ministerial measures would be
found with difficulty. The fame of Mr. Dickinson as
a student of constitutional history had evidently reached
the Congress : he soon found himself a leader in this
the earliest of our national Assemblies. He was ap-
pointed to prepare the resolutions which should set
forth the opinions of the Congress, and he tried hard
to solve the problem which confronted them, how they
could escape taxation without denying the omnipotence
of Parliament.* By the eighth resolution it was asserted
that the power of granting supplies to the Crown in
Great Britain belonged solely to the Commons, because
these supplies were wholly the gifts of the representa-
tives of the people, and hence it involved an inconsist-
ency on the part of the English Commons to give to

* See the original draft, as prepared by him, Appendix I.
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his Majesty that which was not their own,—namely, the
property of the Colonists. This refined and subtles
view of the power of taxation was not original with
Mr. Dickinson : it had been first put forward by Mr.
Dulany of Maryland some years before, and it was
thought a point so well taken by some of our friends
in England that it was afterwards used (as we have
said) by Lord Chatham as an argument in his great
speech in the House of Lords denying the right of
England to tax America. This seems now rather a
narrow foundation to bear the weight of so imposing
a claim as that of the imperial power of taxation;
but it seems to have been adopted, with some other
doubtful conclusions, because the Congress insisted
upon resting their case alone upon the fundamental
rights of the Colonists guaranteed by English law and
their own charters, and not upon any theory of the
natural rights of man.

Shortly afterwards the Rockingham ministry came
into office, and the Stamp Act, after a violent struggle
in the House of Commons, was repealed on the 22d
of February, 1766. The motive of this action was
undoubtedly the absolute impossibility of enforcing its
provisions, rather than any conviction on the part of
the House of Commons of its impolicy or injustice.

In recalling the vast services which Mr. Dickinson
rendered to the country by his opposition to the Stamp
Act, there is one peculiarity of his conduct which should
be noticed, for it was characteristic of his reverence for
law, as well as of his devotion to well-settled principles
of English liberty. He neither joined in nor approved
of the noisy and revolutionary proceedings which were
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then common in certain parts of the country as modes
of testifying the determination of the people that the
proposed law should not go into effect. On the con-
trary, when it was proposed at a meeting of the bar
of Philadelphia that they should transact their business
without using the stamps which the law prescribed, he
denounced the proposition as unbecoming in such per-
sons and even revolutionary in its example and tenden-
cies.

Accompanying the repeal of the Stamp Act was the
famous declaratory resolve which it had been necessary
to make part of the repealing legislation in order to
secure its adoption by Parliament and save the pride
of the ministry while yielding. In this resolve the right
of Parliament to tax the Colonies “in all cases what-
soever” was asserted in emphatic terms. Little heed
was given either in England or in this country, in the
midst of the general rejoicings and congratulations with
which the news of the repeal of the act was received,
to the great significance of this declaratory resolve. It
was soon found, however, that this reservation of the
right of Parliament to tax the Colonies for imperial
purposes was not intended to be mere brutum fulmen,
but was to be used when a more convenient season
shauld arrive for its exercise. For the present, a gen-
eral outward calm and tranquillity prevailed, although
the far-seeing in both countries were husbanding their
resources for another stage of the controversy. It
seemed, indeed, that all the petitions, remonstrances,
and opposition from every quarter with which the en-
forcement of the Stamp Act had been met had not en-
lightened the ministry as to the true ground of our
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resistance. It was evidently supposed that the objection
on the part of the Colonies was to the method rather
than to the right of taxation. Hence the Rockingham
ministry, which had repealed the Stamp Act, did not
hesitate to approve the scheme of Mr. Charles Town-
shend, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, for raising a
revenue for imperial purposes, and principally for the
support of the royal officers in America, by imposing
duties on tea, glass, paints, etc.

The controversy about the Stamp Act brought out in
striking contrast the differences of opinion not merely
as to the nature of the grievances from which we were
suffering, but also as to the proper measures of redress
to be taken, which prevailed in New England and in
the Middle and Southern Colonies. The standard of
rightful government in New England, as we have so
often said, was its conformity with what was called
“natural equity,” by which was really meant a system
of self-government which should be as little as pos-
sible under the control of the English Parliament.
The other Colonies at that time professed absolute
respect for English law when constitutionally adminis-
tered among them. They felt that if they suffered from
unjust and’ oppressive laws they should not, in order
to obtain relief, precipitate a revolution, but should
adopt, in the beginning at least, the old English method
of petition and remonstrance, not asking for redress
as a favor, but insisting upon it as a right under the
law, and should persist in their demands until no re-
source was left but open rebellion. Their attitude in
the mean time should be, it was contended, that of
Englishmen in all similar circumstances,—petitioners
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in arms. They looked with horror upon the acts of
violence committed against governors, judges, and other
dignitaries, of which the people of Massachusetts, stim-
ulated by the extraordinary rhetoric of their leaders, had
been guilty.

The New England people, or rather the ministers
and politicians their leaders, talked much in the Stamp-
Act Congress about the speculative political ideas of
Sidney and of Locke as forming the basis of their right
to resist arbitrary government; the delegates from the
other Colonies followed the example of their ancestors
in 1628, who when they adopted the Petition of Right
in the House of Commons affirmed with the great
fathers of English liberty that certain great principles
of government, including the principle which in certain
aspects was the most important of all,—the claim to be
free from arbitrary taxation,—formed an essential part
of “the ancient and undoubted rights and privileges of
the people of this realm.” The first party claimed to
follow the light of nature ; the other, to be guided by the
lamp of experience. The one strove to throw aside all
the restraints of English law when it seemed to justify
the exercise of Parliamentary government over the
Colonies; the other sought to find in that law itself
justification for the resistance which was made to the
enforcement of arbitrary acts. The one saw no way of
effective relief save in a radical revolution which should
bring about a popular form of government; the other
thought it a duty (in which opinion it was supported by
all the English political traditions) to consider rebellion,
war, and revolution as the #/tima ratio, to be resorted
to only when all other remedies for the evil had proved
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unavailing. The party of law and order and of a legal
resistance founded upon a reasonable basis, as opposed
to that which claimed that Americans* “had rights ante-
cedent to all earthly government, that cannot be re-
pealed or restrained by human law, rights derived from
the great Legislator of the universe,” prevailed in the
Stamp Act Congress. It should be remembered to-the
perpetual honor of John Dickinson’s memory that if he
was not the discoverer of the principle that there are
bounds even to the alleged omnipotence of an English
Parliament, he was at least the pioneer in applying
that discovery to our own relief, by insisting that grants
to the Crown by the Commons were gifts of their own
money, over which they had absolute control, and not
the product of a compulsory taxation over which they
had none.

The English ministry was probably misled by the
strong emphasis which had been laid here during the
controversies concerning the Stamp Act upon the
alleged distinction between external and internal taxa-
tion. We had refused to submit to the latter, but
admitted that the former might be binding upon the
whole empire as a commercial regulation. In form the
duties levied on paints, glass, tea, etc., were undoubt-
edly such a regulation, but it was at once contended
here that, in point of fact and of principle, this was
as much an exercise of the alleged right of Parlia-
mentary taxation for the purpose of raising a revenue
for imperial purposes as the Stamp Act itself. Al-
though it was passed by the opponents of the Stamp

* John Adams.
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Act, and by the Rockingham ministry, who professed to
be our friends, the act met at once with opposition here.
Late in October, 1767, it was denounced by a public
meeting in Boston, which suggested a non-importation
agreement as the best means of rendering its opera-
tions ineffective. These agreements were favorite ex-
pedients for manifesting political discontent in those
days, but, as they were voluntary, their obligation sat
somewhat loosely upon those who signed them. The
truth is, that those who were most decided in oppo-
sition to the course of the ministry were somewhat
puzzled as to the plan they should adopt to exhibit the
earnestness of their discontent. They had tried, in the
case of the Stamp Act, the effect of a Congress of the
Colonies, but it appeared that such a body could be re-
lied upon only to express the united opinion of America
on one point,—namely, that grants of money to the
Crown were gifts, and not taxes in the ordinary sense,
levied by general legislation. The prospect of greater
unity in another Congress was not very promising: so
that the weak expedient of a voluntary non-importa-
tion agreement, to be signed in all the Colonies, was
resorted to.

While the leaders of the opposition throughout the
country were doubtful and hesitating, there appeared
in the Pennsylvania Chronicle for the 2d of December,
1767, the first of a series of letters on the political
situation, afterwards known as the “ Farmer's Letters.”
The first letter was dated on the 7th of November, the
anniversary of the day upon which William of Orange
had landed in England, a day of ill omen to those who
the Colonists contended were governing them in the
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same arbitrary manner as that in which James II. had
governed their forefathers. The letters, fourteen in
number, followed one another in quick succession, and
they were read by men of all classes and opinions
throughout the continent as no other work of a political
kind had been thitherto read in America. It was, of
course, soon known that John Dickinson was their au-
thor, and people remembered that he was the person
who had formulated what was a genuine Bill of Rights
in the Stamp Act Congress. The more these letters
were read, the more convinced people became that in
the comprehensive survey they took of our political rela-
tions with the mother-country, especially as these were
affected by the last obnoxious act of Parliament, and in
the plans which were proposed to remedy the evil, Mr.
Dickinson had struck the true key-note of the opposi-
tion to the ministerial measures. He appeared at this
crisis, as he did in the Stamp Act Congress, as the
leader and guide in the controversy. From this time
until the Declaration of Independence the Pennsyl-
vania idea, which was embodied by Mr. Dickinson in
these Farmer's Letters, ¢ controlled the destinies of the
country;” and Mr. Bancroft only does justice to Mr.
Dickinson’s position when he recognizes fully his com-
manding influence during that period. We may say,
with pardonable pride (and it is one of those truths
which many of our historians have managed in various
ways to relegate to obscurity), that, as the leading spirit
in the Stamp Act Congress, Dickinson gave form and
color to the agitation in this country which brought
about the repeal of that act, and that the arguments by
which the claim of the ministry to tax us for revenue
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by such an act of Parliament as that levying duties
on glass, paints, etc. was answered in the “Farmer’s
Letters” first convinced the whole body of our country-
men, groping blindly for a cure for their grievances, that
there was a legal remedy, and then forced the ministry
to consent in a measure to the demand for a repeal of
some of its most obnoxious provisions. It is worth re-
marking that when the ministry yielded at all it yielded
to argument, and not to the boastful threats which were
so common. The “Farmer's Letters” gave courage
and force to those who in February denounced the law
in Pennsylvania; they formed the mainspring of the
movement which resulted in the circular letter sent by
the legislature of Massachusetts on the 17th of that
month to the Assemblies of the other Colonies; in
short, they had the rare good fortune not only of con-
vincing those who suffered that the remedy was in their
own hands, but also of persuading those who had the
power to abandon, or at least to modify, their arbitrary
measures. The publication of these letters and the in-
fluence they had in preparing the minds of the people
for the approaching crisis form, in my opinion, a most
important era in our Revolutionary history, and for that
reason they deserve a careful examination in any story
of Mr. Dickinson’s life. -

In these letters Mr. Dickinson appears as a states-
man, discussing the questions in controversy, not on
speculative grounds, as was the habit of many writers of
that day,—men who had very little knowledge of and
still less reverence for positive law,—but as one who
firmly believed in the traditions of English liberty, and
who thought that English law rightly interpreted by

6
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English history was the basis of the freest political
condition of which the human race up to that time had
shown itself capable. He points out specifically, one
by one, the grievances complained of as violations of
law, and then treats of the remedy. He writes not as
an angry controversialist, but as a judicious counsellor
and guide, free from the slightest heat or partisan
excitement, treating the subject with a certain calm
dignity and self-composure which seem to suggest that
he can offer a remedy for the evils from which the
people around him are suffering, unknown to helpless
and self-seeking politicians. His attitude recalls the
picture drawn by Virgil as he compares the power of
a great orator with that of Neptune subduing the
angry waves:

.+« “Quum saepe coorta est
Seditio, s@vitque animis ignobile vulgus ;
Iamque faces et saxa volant ; furor arma ministrat ;
Tum, pietate gravem ac meritis si forte virum quem
Conspexere, silent, adrectisque auribus adstant ;
Ille regit dictis animos et pectora mulcet.”’

Mr. Dickinson begins these grave essays with an air
of simplicity as charming as it is calculated to attract
the attention of the reader. ‘I am a farmer,” he says,
“settled, after a variety of fortunes, near the banks of
the river Delaware, in the Province of Pennsylvania. 1
received a liberal education, and have been engaged in
the busy scenes of life, but am now convinced that a
man may be as happy without bustle as with it. Being
generally master of my time, I spend a good deal of it
in my library, which I think the most valuable part of
my small estate. I have acquired, I believe, a greater
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knowledge of history and of the laws and constitution
of my country than is generally attained by men of my
class,” etc. He then explains the nature of the contro-
versy with the mother-country, making it so clear that
the points in dispute are comprehensible by a child.
Mr. Dickinson always possessed the rare faculty of
so stating a legal proposition in ordinary language that
his conclusions were as easily understood by one who
was ignorant in technical matters as by the profes-
sional reader. The manner in which he discusses in
these letters historically the nature of English liberty
secured and guarded by law, and the extraordinary
steps which had been taken by the ministry in viola-
tion of the spirit, if not of the letter, of that law, by
suspending the exercise of the legislative powers of
the New York Assembly because it had declined to
vote for supplying the troops quartered there with
“salt, pepper, and vinegar,” is a striking illustration of
his skill. He dwells on these details in the begin-
ning simply to catch the attention of the reader, so
as to point out the lesson which all these ‘Farmers’
Letters” sought to enforce. It was this: “If an As-
sembly may be legally deprived in such a case of the
privilege of legislation, why may it not with equal
reason be deprived of every other privilege?” Thus
the case of the New York Assembly, although it seemed
to involve only so trivial a matter as the supply of
“salt, pepper, and vinegar” to the soldiers, really raised
the question how far and under what limitations power
existed in the Colonies to legislate concerning their in-
ternal affairs. Passing then to the claim of taxation,
he does not attempt to show that Parliament has no
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right to tax us because such a claim is against the law
of nature or of “natural equity,” a doctrine constantly
preached by agitators, clerical and lay, in New Eng-
land. but he maintains, what is more to the purpose, by
an examination of the English statutes, that not one can
be found, until the Stamp Act of Mr. Grenville, by which
taxes for the raising of an imperial revenue from the
Colonies are levied. He insists that the act levying
duties on paper, glass, paints, etc., although in form
for the regulation of trade, is in point of fact an inge-
nious contrivance to tax the people here for imperial
purposes. *“We must have,” he says, “ paper and glass
and tea, and we must by existing laws import them from
England alone. Once admit that Great Britain may
levy duties on articles of necessity, which we are forced
by law to import from her, under the plea that such a
proceeding is a commercial regulation, then she will not
be restrained from levying what duties she thinks proper
on all articles which she prohibits us to manufacture, as
well as those required for daily use, which we must take
from her.” As to our method of asserting our rights,
he says, with an elevation of sentiment which reminds
one of Edmund Burke more than of any other political
writer, “ The cause of liberty is a cause of too much
dignity to be sullied by turbulence and tumult. It ought
to be maintained in a manner suitable to her nature.
Those who engage in it should breathe a sedate yet
fervent spirit, animating them to actions of prudence,
justice, modesty, bravery, humanity, and magnanimity.”
He shrinks, evidently with terror, from speaking of what
may be the consequences of the persistent refusal of
England to change her oppressive measures: his loyal
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heart evidently looked forward to the possibility of
armed resistance very much as we may suppose an
old Roman to have regarded the crime of parricide,
the very thought of which inspired such horror in the
minds of the ancients that it was not considered neces-
sary to forbid its commission by formal law. “If” he
says, “at length it becomes undoubted that an invet-
erate resolution is formed to annihilate the liberties of
the governed, English history affords frequent exam-
ples of resistance by force. What particular circum-
stances will in any future case justify such resistance
can never be ascertained until they happen. Perhaps
it may be allowable to, say, generally, that it can never
be justifiable until the people are fully convinced that
any further submission will be destructive to their
happiness.”

But he trusts that we are still far away from the »/tma
ratio, and that we may never have occasion to appeal
to it. After showing in the most striking manner the
nature of our wrongs, the letters turn gladly to the
remedy that lies open to us. That remedy is based
upon a cultivation of the spirit of conciliation on both
sides, and Mr. Dickinson urges again and again upon
his English readers the folly of their policy, by showing
them the value of the American Colonies to them, and
especially how the trade and wealth of the English
merchants are bound up in the adoption of a liberal
policy towards us. This is one of the most interesting
and important topics discussed in these letters, and the
subject is treated with elaborate skill, leading to con-
vincing conclusions drawn from our history. It must
not be forgotten that prior to the Revolution an im-
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pression widely prevailed among the most thoughtful
of our own people, as well as among our friends in
England, that if the English people could be made to
understand the frightful losses they would suffer in
case of a war in which we should be fighting for our
independence, or even during a short interruption of
the trade between the two countries, they would force
the government to yield rather than run the risk of the
consequences. Such, undoubtedly, was the opinion
of Dickinson, and in this way is to be explained his
constant advice to Englishmen to adopt a policy of
conciliation. It is very true that Dickinson and his
friends were sadly mistaken and disappointed in their
hopes and calculations. They could not have foreseen
that the heart of George IIl. would grow harder and
more obdurate in spite of the appeals of those who
had been his loyal subjects here, and who desired to
remain such if he would rule them as they had been
ruled previous to the Peace of 1763. They could not
have believed that the pride of the British House
of Commons would prove so unyielding that neither
threats nor a spirit of conciliation nor an appeal to
self-interest could move it to redress our grievances.
Still, his arguments and appeals to the justice of the
English government, conceived in a lofty spirit of con-
ciliation, are characteristic of the man, and deserve to
be remembered as an expression of the ardent desire
for a complete reconciliation which prevailed here in
1768. This feeling was so general that even Dr.
Franklin in London, who had had so many proofs of the
indifference and contempt with which the representa-
tions of the Colonies in England were regarded, shared
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it. He thought the appeal of the Farmer to English-
men so irresistible that, although no friend of Dickin-
son’s, he arranged that these letters should be re-
printed in London. He seemed to think that their
publication there might enlighten the ignorance of the
English public on Colonial affairs, an ignorance which
had been found thus far invincible, and that the letters
might do some good, even if they merely showed errors
and prejudices on the part of the Americans which
might be corrected. They were shortly afterwards
translated into French, and did much to enlighten the
publicists on the Continent concerning the controversy.

The practical value of the Farmer’s Letters consisted,
therefore, not in mere denunciation of the measures
of the ministry, as was the case with so much that
was printed at the time, but in the legal and peaceful
methods which they recommended to the Colonists in
order that the evils from which they suffered might be
remedied. It was not enough to convince our own
countrymen that our quarrel was just, but it was neces-
sary also to persuade those who governed us in Eng-
land to see the matter in the same light as we did.
To do so it would have been quite out of place to
make use of an @ priori argument to prove what the
relations between a metropolis and her colonies ought
to be. What we had to do was to show that what
we contended for was precisely what the English had
always recognized as our true and normal relation.
“Colonies,” said Dickinson, in absolute conformity
with the political economy of the time, “have been
settled by the nations of Europe (in modern times) for
the purposes of trade. These purposes were to be



88 THE ENGLISH COLONJIAL SYSTEM.

attained by the colonies sending to the mother-country
those things which she did not produce herself, and by
supplying themselves from her with those things which
they wanted. These were the rational objects in the
commencement of our Colonies.” He finds no fault
with this policy, narrow as it is, and he strives to prove,
by extracts from the works of all the writers of author-
ity on the English colonial system, that such is the ex-
isting colonial policy, and that it ought to be the theo-
retically perfect condition of the relation. Whatever,"
therefore, is destructive of the trade and commerce
thus established must necessarily be injurious to the
prosperity of the metropolis. He does not hesitate to
maintain that the present wealth and importance of
England are due to her colonies. The familiarity which
he shows with the subject he is discussing seems very
remarkable, and is in striking contrast with that of most
of the Colonial writers of the time. He draws the
attention of his English readers to the abuse of certain
unquestioned prerogatives of the Crown as having
proved in the history of their own country acts of
unmitigated tyranny, such as the power of the Crown
to create peers, and the power of the House of Com-
mons to force the other branches of the legislature to
adopt their grant of supplies without amendment; and
he uses these illustrations for the purpose of con-
vincing Englishmen how easy it is to turn what might
be legal as a trade regulation into an act which might
be wholly illegal as a mode of raising revenue. With
that firm grasp of the underlying principle of a ques-
tion which was a distinguishing characteristic of his
intelligence, he sees in the apparent insignificance of
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the impost, so far as future dangers are concerned, the
most alarming feature of the law. He regards this as
the most enticing bait of the trap into which we are
asked deliberately to walk. He warns his countrymen
against it. ‘“For who are a free people?” he asks.
“Not those over whom government is reasonably and
equitably exercised, but those who live under a govern-
ment so constitutionally checked and controlled that
proper provision is made against its ever being other-
wise exercised.” Has there ever been a clearer defi-
nition of constitutional rule? He insists that “ no free
people ever existed or can exist without keeping (to use
a common but a strong expression) the purse-strings in
their own hands. Where this is the case they have a
constitutional check upon the administration, which may
thereby be brought into order without violence.”

Such is an imperfect sketch of the great work of John
Dickinson,—the famous ¢ Farmer’s Letters,” which con-
tain more practical and applied political philosophy than
is to be found in many elaborate treatises. To .most
Americans they became, until the beginning of the war,
a genuine political text-book, and their maxims were
received with absolute confidence. Like the writings
of Burke, of which these letters constantly remind us,
they form a great storehouse of political wisdom from
which all those who would vindicate the American Revo-
lution on the ground of its conformity with the maxims
of the English law must draw their arguments and il-
lustrations. They teach us that under that law there
was such a thing as constitutional resistance, and tell us
how and when that resistance was to be made. They
are as far removed from recommending submission to
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wrong as the wildest harangues of the New England
zealots, or as the sober Petition of Right which the
loyal subjects of Charles I. presented to him in 1628.
Their object was not to provide a specific remedy for
the injuries complained of by the adoption of the act
levying duties on glass, paints, etc., other than the non-
importation and non-exportation agreement, which it
was seen must prove in the long run ineffective, but to
cultivate a habit of constitutional resistance to oppres-
sive acts of Parliament by pointing out exactly what
our rights were and what measures of redress were
open to us. The conviction of the Farmer was that
such an attitude persistently maintained, according to
all the precedents of English history, would accomplish
the object he had in view.

The fame of Mr. Dickinson as the author of these
letters soon became widely spread, not only on this
continent but in Europe, and, what is more to the pur-
pose, his conclusions were generally adopted by his
countrymen. The letters were read as they appeared,
at intervals, with the utmost eagerness by that large
number of intelligent persons throughout the Colonies
who were profoundly anxious about the result of the
controversy concerning the ministerial measures, and
they doubtless gave the main impulse to the movement
which, beginning with the circular letter of Massachu-
setts in February, 1768, gained strength every year
until it found full expression in the first Continental
Congress of 1774. There was a peculiarity about these
letters which added much to their popularity, and that
was their opportuneness. They crystallized opposition
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and made the discontented agree upon a common rem-
edy. For a time all threats of armed resistance looking
towards a project of iadependence ceased. Even men
of the most advanced opinions thought it expedient
to try the Farmer’'s way before moving forward in
their own. The legislature of Massachusetts, at the
very time that it was protesting against the acts of the
ministry, did not hesitate to write to Lord Hillsborough,
the Secretary for the Colonies in 1768, that they “ would
not take independency if offered to them.” The prob-
ability is that the ministry was lulled into a sense of
fancied security by these avowals and others like them
expressed in the different Colonies, and that it sup-
posed, from the very moderate language used, that there
would be no forcible resistance. Not only did people
both in this country and in England do justice to the
statesmanlike view of the position which Dickinson had
taken in these letters, but there seemed also a general
agreement that he had adopted the right method in
stating our grievances and insisting that no Englishman
could deny the lawfulness of the opposition which he
had recommended. Our friends in England, whose aid
he had always invoked, regarded with peculiar satisfac-
tion the conciliatory tone which he had adopted, so dif-
ferent in its spirit from that of the ordinary threats,
protests, and resolutions by which the British public
had been appealed to. So general was the approval
of his course, that at a town meeting held in Boston
on the 21st of March, 1768, it was voted ‘ that the
thanks of the town be given to the ingenious author
of a course of letters, published at Philadelphia and in
this place, signed ‘A FaArMER,’ wherein the rights of
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the American subjects are clearly stated and fully vindi-
cated; and Dr. Benjamin Church, John Hancock, Sam-
uel Adams, Dr. Joseph Warren, and John Rowe are
appointed members of a committee to prepare and pub-
lish such a letter of thanks.” These letters were con-
sidered “very wild” by Lord Hillsborough; says Mr.
Bancroft, “ Many called them treasonable and seditious,
yet Edmund Burke approved their principle. Trans-
lated into French, they were much read in Parisian
salons ; their author was compared with Cicero; Vol-
taire joined the praise of the farmer of Pennsylvania and
that of the Russians who aspired to liberate Greece.” *

*At home Dickinson was the recipient of all the public honors
which his grateful countrymen could bestow upon him. He was
made Doctor of Laws by the College of New Jersey at Princeton,
and in his diploma he was called by a title of which he was always
very proud,—¢ The Pennsylvania Farmer.’”” He was made a mem-
ber of ‘¢ Fort St. David’s Company,”’ now ¢¢ the State in Schuylkill,”
the oldest of all our social organizations, in a way peculiarly gratify-
ing to his feelings. On May 12, 1768, fourteen gentlemen, members
of the Society of Fort St. David’s, waited upon John Dickinson, and
presented an address (from which the following extracts are taken)
enclosed in a box of heart of oak. ¢ We, members of the ¢ Governor
and Company of Fort St. David’s,” who are indebted to you for your
most excellent and generous vindication of liberties dearer to us than
our lives, beg leave to render our heartiest thanks, and to admit you
as a member of this Society.”” Among other things, they say, ¢ You
have penetrated to the foundations of the Constitution, have poured
the clearest light on the most important points, hitherto involved in
darkness bewildering even the learned, and have established with
amazing force and plainness of argument the true distinctions and
grand principles that will fully instruct ages yet unborn what rights
belong to them and the best method of defending them.’’ It was
pleasant for Mr. Dickinson to feel that he had made the mysteries of
constitutional law plain to these patriotic fishermen and lovers of
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The immediate outcome of the ‘“ Farmer's Letters,”
as we have said, was the stricter observance of the
non-importation and non-exportation agreement which
they recommended, and renewed petitions to the min-
istry for the repeal of the acts levying duties. On
the 20th of February, before the course which was
to be pursued by the other Colonies was known, the
Assembly of Pennsylvania instructed its agents in
London to co-operate with those of the other Colonies
there in asking for the repeal of these acts. The legis-
lature of Massachusetts went still further: it not only
petitioned the ministry for the repeal, but sent a cir-
cular letter to the other Colonies denouncing those laws
as inequitable, and especially complaining of the dis-
position proposed to be made of the taxes levied by
them. This circular gave great offence in England:
the governors of the different Colonies were com-
manded by Lord Hillsborough to use *their utmost
influence to defeat this flagitious attempt to disturb
the public peace,” etc. If such an appeal should prove
vain, then the governors were commanded to prorogue
or dissolve the Assemblies. This order of Lord Hilis-
borough’s was sent, among others, to the governor of
Pennsylvania ; but the patriots in the Assembly did not
fail to remind his lordship “that by their charter and
laws they had a right to sit on their own adjournments,
and that the governor had no constitutional right to
prorogue or dissolve them, and that it was their un-
doubted right to correspond with the representatives
of the freemen of any of his Majesty’s Colonies in

good cheer, although his modesty shrank from the extravagant terms
in which their approval was expressed.
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America relative to grievances which might affect the
general welfare of the Colonies.” Two things are to
be remarked concerning this spirited answer of the
Assembly : first, the stupid ignorance of the English
authorities as to the actual conditions of the govern-
ment of one of the principal Colonies; and, secondly,
the vast superiority of Penn’s charter to the charters
of the other Colonies, consisting in the power which
the Assembly possessed to assert popular rights with-
out any fear of punishment. x This was a peculiarity
of the utmost value, and much insisted upon, as we
shall see, when a certain party in the Province, urging
the abolition of the charter, spoke of it as oligarchical
or even despotic in its character. Meantime, the agita-
tion was kept up in Pennsylvania. In April, 1768, a
great meeting was held in Philadelphia, in which Mr.
Dickinson explained very clearly the political condition
and advocated with great force the adoption of the
non-importation and non-exportation agreement. This
agreement was at once signed by all the large im-
porters and merchants here and in all the principal
towns of the continent. In May the Pennsylvania
Assembly adopted a petition to the king, which was
drawn up by no less a person than Chief Justice Allen
(who held his office by royal authority), and it bears
many marks of the collaboration of Dickinson, who
was not at that time a member of the Assembly. The
petition is remarkable for the force with which it insists
that recent legislation had made an unfavorable discrim-
ination in favor of the other subjects of the empire as
compared with the American Colonists ; but it avoids
any reference to the inexpediency of the revenue act,
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lest it should appear for a moment that its constitution-
ality was admitted. By such painstaking care and labor
was the work of our fathers in building up our liberties
on a sure foundation done. And it should never be
forgotten that the master-workmen in this great enter-
prise, whether we have been since taught to call them
Whigs or Tories, patriots or loyalists, proved them-
selves worthy of upholding those traditions of English
liberty in which they had been nurtured. They all
stood in those days in the same rank,—Chew, Gallo-
way, Allen and his sons, the Tilghmans, Edward Ship-
pen, and George Ross, shoulder to shoulder with Dick-
inson, Reed, Clymer, Franklin, and McKean.

The feeling towards England during the summer of
1768 was intensely hostile, and in that country people
became more and more convinced that the only way
of stopping the complaints of the disaffected was to
send a fleet to reduce the people of Boston, at least,
to reason. The ministry seems to have laid particular
stress upon the refusal by the Massachusetts legislature
to rescind the circular letter which it had addressed to
the different Colonies. That refusal was the signal for
the outburst of the long-pent-up anger of the ministry,
and the legislature was forthwith dissolved. Feeling
itself strongly supported by public opinion at home,
and quite sure of its ability to master the situation by
a display of force, the ministry determined to carry out
its policy at all risks. The non-importation and non-
exportation agreement not having proved as effective
in certain parts of the country as had been hoped,
owing to the selfishness or disaffection of many, the
Colonists paid, amidst much grumbling, the duties on
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glass, paper, paints, and tea, because they were articles
of prime necessity. The government at home had no
better term with which to qualify the discontent which
prevailed than “the insolence of the town of Boston.”
A vessel of war was ordered to Boston harbor to pro-
tect the custom-house officers; two regiments under
General Gage were sent thither (a force afterwards
largely increased) to preserve order; threats of changing
the charter were made, and it was proposed to remove
to England for trial those persons who were charged
with certain offences against the Crown.

Thus there was a perpetual irritation kept up be-
tween the representatives of the English government
in Boston and the townspeople. Nothing, of course,
could be more offensive to a population bred in habits
of law and order on all subjects other than those
which were political, than to find their town in what
is called in modern phrase “a state of siege.” It was
galling beyond measure to these sons of the Puritans
to discover that they were guarded by soldiers on
land, and that their trade was watched by armed ves-
sels in the bay. Their leaders had been taught by
woful experience that resistance, unless they could
unite the force of the continent for that purpose,
would be idle. They refrained, therefore, from any
overt act of opposition, but the bitterness and dis-
content grew stronger every day. At last (in July,
1769) that portion of this hotly-contested act which
imposed import duties on paper, glass, and paints
was repealed by Parliament, leaving in force only that
which levied a tax on tea, which was reduced to three-
pence a pound. The object was simply to maintain
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the principle of taxation, and this was the least tan-
talizing and vexatious way of doing it that could be
found. The details of the shipment of the tea by the
East India Company to Boston, and its destruction
there, are familiar, and it is therefore not necessary to
repeat them’

In consequence of this act, Parliament, with the gen-
eral approval of the English public, directed that the
port of Boston should be closed, that the town should
be declared in a state of rebellion, and that an in-
creased military force should be stationed there. Not
a whisper of conciliation came from England at this
time: the object of these measures was not compen-
sation to the East India Company, but the punishment
of Boston for what was then commonly called “its in-
solence in permitting the destruction of the tea.”

In the mean time there was comparative quiet in the
other Colonies, and in many of them, doubtless, it was
felt that the condition of Boston was largely due to un-
lawful acts which she ought to have prevented. Men
elsewhere, as was natural, preferred to consider their

* The fact that Philadelphia was the first city on the continent
which adopted measures to prevent the landing of the tea is not
so well known. On the 18th of October, 1773, a meeting of the
citizens was held in the State-House yard (Dr. Thomas Cadwalader
presiding), when resolutions were adopted announcing the determi-
nation of the citizens that the tea which had been sent to this port
should not be landed. The meeting in Boston for the same purpose
was held on November 5, 1773, when the resolutions adopted by the
Philadelphia meeting were approved almost in the same words, the
chairman of the Boston meeting, John Hancock, saying that they
fully expressed the opinion prevailing there. (See Pennsylvania
Mercury of October 1, 1791, and Frothingham’s ¢ Rise of the
Republic.’”)

»
.
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own position in the quarrel, to point to their own ex-
ample, and to decide for themselves what should be
their attitude in those evil days which all felt were fast
coming on them.

There was a sincere and deep-felt sympathy here with
the people of Boston in the sufferings which they were
called upon to endure in consequence of the destruction
of the tea, an act which, strange to say, was regarded
in Massachusetts as almost heroic, while the people
here not merely condemned it as unlawful, to speak
mildly, but insisted that compensation should be made
to the East India Company for its loss.

Mr. Dickinson became again a member of the As-
sembly in 1771,and on the 5th of March of that year
he drafted, at the request of the Assembly, a Petition
to the King, which was unanimously adopted. This
petition complained that, while many of the acts re-
cently passed for the sole purpose of raising a revenue
had been repealed, the duties on tea were still retained,
adding, “we have reason to fear, forming a precedent
for repeating such taxation hereafter.”” The petition,
which is in the tone of the most loyal devotion to the
Crown, asks that the people of Pennsylvania may be
restored to the condition they were in before 1763.

Mr. Dickinson may have suffered from the unpopu-
larity which clung to him in consequence of his support
of the Proprietary charter in 1764. But he was not
lost sight of in time of need. It is very clear from the
result that these years were given by him to a continued
study of the relations of the Colonies with the metropo-
lis. The first fruit of these studies was, as we have
seen, the “Farmer's Letters,” the most accurate and
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satisfactory statement of those relations which had been
made public. These letters brought him at once into
the foremost rank of controversialists, and soon forced
his recognition on all sides throughout the continent as
the leader in the coming struggle. Itis true that no
change of circumstances could induce him to modify the
great principles which he had held in the quarrel as he
had stated them in the “ Farmer’s Letters.” Hence his
influence with certain advanced patriots in New England
became impaired. Those who had been loudest in his
praises in that part of the country, and who had fol-
lowed his teaching when they called him the “illustrious
farmer,” not only forsook him as time went on and
they found that he did not approve of their course, but
denounced him because he would not plunge into the
revolutionary current with them. They did not con-
sider that the change was with them and not with him.
The truth is, the people of Massachusetts, and espe-
cially of Boston, were so indignant and so excited by
the scenes of wretchedness and ruin daily before their
eyes that they lost all control of themselves, and spoke
with contempt of any sympathy expressed for them
which did not promise material aid for their support.
Mr. Dickinson, in a private letter to one of his former
admirers in Boston just after the destruction of the tea,
had ventured to doubt whether that act was a wise one.
Whereupon Mr. Quincy (for it was he who was Dick-
inson’s correspondent) replied (August 20, 1774), “I
say, if a Colony thus insulted, galled from without and
vexed within, should seem to advance and break the line
of opposition, ought it to incur the heavy censure of
betraying the common cause?” Dickinson replies not
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merely with courtesy, but in the kindest possible spirit :
“I trembled lest something might have happened which
Z could not only forgive but applaud, but which might
have been eagerly and basely seized upon by others as
a pretence for deserting them. This was the sense of
men in Philadelphia the most devoted to the people
of Boston, and under this apprehension we agreed
to make use of the strongest expressions. I wrote in
agonies of mind for my brethren in Boston.” So much
for Quincy. Samuel Adams, John Adams, and Gerry
expressed similar opinions at this crisis. They had
been unwilling, or perhaps unable, to take the advice
or follow the example of Dickinson. When trouble
came upon them in consequence, they appealed to him
again for counsel, but found him unwilling to change
the well-settled opinions of his life and to advise the
people of Pennsylvania to aid those who were en-
gaged in violent resistance to the execution of acts of
Parliament. The truth is, the people of Boston were
fast drifting into a revolution. If they were not con-
scious of it, the vast majority of the people of the other
Colonies saw it plainly, and, as they were then united for
a redress of grievances, they could not seek that redress
by force until the usual orderly and peaceful means
of obtaining it, by a common effort, had utterly failed.
Such, at least, was John Dickinson’s doctrine, and he
was never forgiven by the New England zealots because
he refused to follow them in their blind fury. From
that day he was no longer to them the “illustrious
farmer,” but *“ timid,” “apathetic,” *“ deficient in energy,”
etc. He became the point of attack of these men
during the Revolution, and he has become to the New
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England historians ever since the type of a weak,
doubting, and undecided trimmer. The following ex-
tracts from Mr. Wells’s “Life of Samuel Adams” will
explain how such opinions came to be held:

“From the time that the celebrated John Dickinson commenced
writing his ¢ Farmer's Letters,’ in the fall of 1767, Mr. Adams had
felt his heart warm towards him with the sympathy of one great
mind appreciating another through his works, without a personal
acquaintance. He was so pleased with the purity of style and devoted
patriotism of those writings that he repeatedly quoted them in his
own essays, as if anxious that the New England people should not
miss their benign influence, and he often held them up to his fel-
low-citizens as worthy of their frequent consideration. No man
south of Massachusetts had done so much in the press as Dickinson
to support the popular cause. Latterly, however, his writings had
grown less frequent, and Adams, solicitous that the subject of Parlia-
mentary supremacy which had been raised in Massachusetts should
also be discussed in the other Provinces, now wrote to Dickinson for
the double purpose of engaging his powerful pen on that point, and
to establish a somewhat more familiar relationship between them than
that of merely hearing each other mentioned by mutual friends.
There was a wide difference between the two men: both were
ardently devoted to American liberty; each was recognized as the
ablest writer in his section of the continent, and each commanded
public respect by his unaffected piety and love of justice. But while
the most cherished wish of Adams was the total independence of
his country, Dickinson, who for some time influenced Pennsylvania
through the general admiration of his character, shrunk from such
a thought, and longed for nothing more than conciliation. Adams
was acquainted with poverty and the humble in life, and had reached
eminence among his townsmen by mingling with public affairs and
personally leading in political measures. Dickinson, surrounded by
wealth, and enjoying leisure to cultivate his scholarly tastes, was
without physical vigor, loved repose and retirement, and was fearful
of precipitancy in the measures of the New Englanders.

““ The one, with his inflexible will and ceaseless energy, never lost
sight of his purpose, and yet constantly tempered his zeal with a
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sagacious appreciation of the character of the people and the cir-
cumstances of the time; the other, with an organization not more
sensitive than that of Adams, had nothing decisive in his composi-
tion, and lacked the power which constitutes a leader. Yet the two
men had, each in his own particular sphere, exceeded all others in
creating public opinion. Adams saw that if he could induce Dick-
inson to commence writing on the subject of the late controversy,
the name of the author would command general attention, and Dick-
inson would stand committed to the position taken by the Massachu-
setts legislature, thus leading the way to the adoption of the same
doctrine by the Pennsylvania Assembly. The correspondence, which
has been preserved, is as follows:

¢ BosToN, March 27, 1773.

¢ Sir,—1I take the liberty of enclosing an oration delivered by Dr.
Benjamin Church on the anniversary of the sth of March, 1770,
which I beg the favor of you to accept.

‘¢ The proceedings of our General Assembly at our last session you
may perhaps have seen in the newspapers. Our governor in a man-
ner forced the Assembly to express their sentiments of so delicate
though important a subject as the supreme authority of the Par-
liament of Great Britain over the Colonies. The silence of the other
Assemblies, of late, upon any subject that concerns the joint interest
of the Colonies, rendered it somewhat difficult to determine what to
say with propriety. As the sense of the Colonies might possibly be
drawn from what might be advanced by this Province, you will con-
ceive that the Assembly would have chosen to be silent till the senti-
ments of at least gentlemen of eminence out of this Province could
be known ; at the same time that silence would have been construed
as the acknowledgment of the governor’s principles and a submission
to the fatal effect of them. What will be the consequences of this
controversy time must determine. If the governor entered into it
of his own notion, as I am apt to believe he did, he may not have
the approbation of the ministry for counteracting what appears to
me to have been for two years past their favorite design, to keep the
Americans quiet and to lull them into security.

““Could your health or leisure admit of it, a publication of your sen-
timents on this and other matters of the most interesting importance
would be of substantial advantage to your country. Your candor
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will excuse the freedom I take in this repeated request ; an individual
has some right, in behalf of the public, still to urge the assistance of
those who have been heretofore themselves its ablest advocates.

<« ] shall take it a favor if you will present the other enclosed oration
to Mr. Reed, whom I once had the pleasure of conversing with in
this place, and to whom I would have written by this unexpected
opportunity, but am prevented by the hurry of the bearer.

¢I am, sir, with sincere regard, your most humble servant,
¢ SAMUEL ADAMS.
¢ JouN DickinsoN, EsqQ., Philadelphia.

¢ Upon what other occasion they had corresponded is not known,
unless he refers by this ¢ repeated request’ to the vote of thanks which
Boston, in April, 1768, had sent to the author of the ¢Farmer’s
Letters’ by the hand of Samuel Adams.

¢¢ Dickinson immediately replied :

“ FAIRHILL, NEAR PHILADELPHIA,
April 10, 1773.

‘“ DEAR SIR,—I return you my hearty thanks for your favor of
the 27th of March, which has just come to my hands, and for the
enclosed oration.

¢ I have seen with the sincerest pleasure the proceedings you men-
tion. They are greatly approved, even by those who, by a strange
combination of events, are affected with a political lethargy. The
firmness, temper, and wisdom of your Assembly are acknowledged
to do them honor. May the same zeal, united with the same knowl-
edge, still govern the conduct of your truly respectable Province, till
time shall ripen the period for asserting more successfully the liberties
of these Colonies, that thereby they may be kept on the watch to
seize the happy opportunity when it offers.

‘¢ My heart is devoted with the most ardent affection to the interests
of my countrymen. I join in their opposition to the encroachments
of Great Britain from two motives,—a love of liberty and a love
of peace,—for I am convinced in my own mind that no solid, per-
manent tranquillity will be established in America until they attain
¢ placidam sub libertate quictem.’

‘¢ But, sir, though these are my sentiments, I must beg you will
Pplease to excuse me from enlarging on them in any publication.

‘I never had that idea of my abilities or learning to suppose that
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anything that I could offer to my countrymen could merit their atten-
tion after the same subject had been discussed by another person. I
" never took up my pen as a volunteer, but always as a man pressed into
the service of my country by a sense of my duty to her; and though
for a little while I may have endeavored to maintain a post, yet it
has only been till a better soldier could come more completely armed
to defend it.

““The cause is in excellent hands. May Heaven prosper their
worthy efforts. . . .

““I am, sir, with the strictest esteem,
‘“Your very humble servant,
‘¢ JouN DICKINSON.
¢ SAMUEL ApAMS, Esq.”’

Whatever may have been the services of Mr. Samuel
Adams as a revolutionary leader, it is very clear that
he lacked one quality which is usually reckoned essen-
tial in a person claiming such a position,—a spirit of
moderation and conciliation. Not understanding Mr.
Dickinson’s temperament, he assumed to dictate to him
the course he should pursue. When we consider their
relative positions at the time, such an attempt appears
presumptuous enough. With what calm and perfect
dignity Dickinson rebuked this pretension is very ob-
servable in this letter. The truth is, no one out of New
England could submit to the arrogance of a man who,
at a time when it was necessary to conciliate all parties
so that independence might be achieved, did not hes-
itate to call the Quakers of Pennsylvania, who bore
their burdens without appealing to any one for aid,
in a pamphlet addressed to them, “pigeon-hearted
wretches” and “puling pusillanimous cowards.”

Under these circumstances an appeal was made by
Boston, not for sympathy only, but for material aid and
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co-operation, in measures which would involve the good
people of Pennsylvania in what they were old-fashioned
enough to think the guilt of rebellion. On the 19th
of May, 1774, Mr. Paul Revere arrived in Philadelphia
as a messenger from Boston, the bearer of letters from
Messrs. Samuel Adams, John Hancock, and Thomas
Cushing to Messrs. Reed and Mifflin, in which the
' sympathy and co-operation of this city and Province
were invoked to protect them against the effect of
ministerial vengeance. The private letters which he
brought were even more emphatic and alarming in
their tone. The writers assured their correspondents
in Philadelphia that, unless that city joined them in their
action, Boston was in no condition to make any oppo-
sition, and declared that their conduct in this crisis
depended upon that of Philadelphia.* These corre-
spondents, feeling that the opinion and counsel of Mr.
Dickinson in this exigency would be most valuable, and
that his presence at the public meeting which it was
proposed to hold was essential if any active proceed-
ings against the ministerial tyranny were to be adopted,
determined to visit him at his country residence, Fair-
hill. These gentlemen were all intimate personal friends
of Dickinson, and no greater proof could be given of
the extraordinary power which he then wielded than
that they should all have instinctively turned to him to
solve the question of the fate of a continent.

On their arrival at Fairhill they tried hard to induce
him to be present at the meeting which had been con-
vened to consider the Boston message, and to say a
few words in order to encourage the people there to

* See the statement of Charles Thomson, Appendix IIL.
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persevere in the course they had seen fit to adopt.
Dickinson was evidently fully conscious of the re-
sponsibility of the position which he occupied, but de-
clined, as he had done before, to say anything which
might seem like approval of their violent measures,
although he expressed deep sympathy with them in the
trouble in which they had become involved. Nothing
could induce him to go further,—not even “the gener-
ous circulation of the convivial glass,” which Mr. Reed
tells us was tried, as a ‘“ conversational aperient.” The
wine failing to make him more “animated, communica-
tive, and adventurous,” flattery was next tried, and he
was told that it was owing to the “Farmer's Letters”
and his example that there was a present disposition
to oppose the tyranny of Parliament. Dickinson re-
mained immovable. He could not be brought to ap-
prove the Boston measures, because their violence had
destroyed all hopes of the success of his favorite policy
of conciliation. He was equally opposed to submission
and to resistance by force, at least for the present. He
preferred to wait until the people should show that
they had well weighed the consequences of resistance
and were in some measure prepared (which so far they
had not shown) to abide by them. With these views
he at last consented to attend the meeting at the City
Tavern on the 20th of May. He made a short speech,
in which he confined himself to expressions of sympathy
for the people of Boston, and to advising a request to
the governor to convene the Assembly of the Province
to take into consideration the grave condition of public
affairs.

An answer of a friendly kind was at once drawn up
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by Dr. Smith (the Provost of the college) to the Boston
letter, Mr. Dickinson not being present. The people
there were told that while it was felt that Boston was
suffering in the common cause, yet it was the opinion
of the Philadelphia meeting that if this unhappy con-
troversy could be ended by paying the East India
Company compensation for the tea which had been
destroyed, it would be advisable to take that course.

As this meeting had important consequences, it may
be well to give an account of it sent by an eye-witness
—Edward Tilghman—to his father in Maryland, in a
letter dated May 26, 1774. Mr. Tilghman was the son
of the Hon. Edward Tilghman, of Wye, in Maryland ;
the nephew of Matthew Tilghman, who was the presi-
dent of the Maryland Convention, and of James Tilgh-
man, the secretary of the Province and councillor ; the
cousin of Colonel Tench Tilghman, the favorite aide-de-
camp of Washington, and of Judge William Tilghman,
for many years Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania. He himself was in 1776 a private sol-
dier in one of the regiments of the Philadelphia Asso-
ciators, and afterwards brigade-major to Lord Stirling
at the battle of Long Island. He became in after-life
the most distinguished lawyer of his day, in the opinion
of the late Horace Binney.

“In regard to the meeting at the City Tavern, Mr.
Reed, a rising lawyer who came among us from New
Jersey, made a motion to address the governor to call
the Assembly, that we might show our inclination to
take every legal step in order to obtain redress of our
grievances. He was seconded by Mr. Dickinson. It
is agreed on all hands that he spoke with great cool-
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ness, calmness, moderation, and good sense. Charles
Thomson, as well as Reed, was more violent. He
spoke till he fainted, and then went at it again. They
were opposed by Alexander Wilcocks and by Dr.
Smith, but upon a division the motion was carried by a
vast majority. The sense of the people is evidently in
favor of the measure. The governor was quiet in the
tea affair. He did not attempt a landing of the tea, or
give the ministry any intelligence in the matter. For
this he has received an exceedingly severe letter from
Lord Dartmouth, a letter, I am informed, pressing him
so closely that it was very difficult to answer. Govern-
ment is watching every opportunity of taking away our
charters. Those with whom I have talked are for pay-
ing for the tea, protesting that they do it because they
cannot help it, and for entering into the most firm and
decent association against consuming articles that have
paid the duty.”

The letter of Dr. Smith’s on behalf of the Philadel-
phia meeting, showing so little of the kind of sympathy
which had been expected in Boston, is said by John
Adams to have been ‘“ coldly received” there. Oneim-
mediate consequence was apparent. John Dickinson,
who had not been consulted about the letter, but whose
sentiments it certainly did express, had long been al-
most as much of a popular idol in Boston as he was
in Philadelphia, but he soon ceased to have any wor-
shippers. Samuel Adams alone pleaded the cause of
his old friend. With a manliness which did not always
characterize him, he insisted, “ After all, the Farmer
is right: at the present crisis submission or resist-
ance would prove equally ruinous to the cause.” But
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apparently he stood alone. Dickinson was dethroned
from the conspicuous shrine he had occupied in the
temple of the Sons of Liberty, and his name has been
rescued from forgetfulness in that part of the country
only by the bitter taunts which the recollection of
his counsel to “pay for the tea” has forced the New
England writers to cast upon his memory.

The Philadelphia committee, whose letter had fallen so
far below the expectation of the people of Boston, were
not inactive in taking such measures as they thought
the condition of the country required. During the
summer of 1774 the population of the city, with John
Dickinson at their head, were engaged in organizing
resistance, should such resistance become necessary.

* The different course pursued in Philadelphia and in Boston on
the arrival of the tea-ships furnishes a strong illustration of the dif-
ference in the two communities. The agents of the East India Com-
pany and consignees of the tea in Philadelphia were Messrs. Thomas
and Isaac Wharton, Quakers, be it remembered, but good patriots in
their opposition to the Tea Act. This is the account they give to
their correspondents concerning the attempt to land the tea here,
under the date of December 27, 1773: ‘“At ten o’clock on the
morning of the 27th, a very numerous meeting of the inhabitants
determined that the tea should not be landed, and allowed Captain
Ayres till next day to furnish himself with provisions, etc., on condi-
tion that his ship should depart from her then situation and proceed
down the river, some of the committee going down to the ship with
Captain Ayres, in order to see the first step performed, which being
effected, he returned to the city. T. and I. W. with I. B. offered to
advance Captain Ayres such a sum of money as he should need. . . .
Thou wilt observe that as the ship was not entered in our port, no
part of the cargo was unloaded, either the property of the Honorable
East India Company or that of any private person, and, as I find that
my brother Samuel (in London) had caused a chariot to be shipped
on board, it naturally returns with the other goods,’’ etc.
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News having arrived in the beginning of June of the
passage of two additional acts of Parliament intended
still further to harass the people of Boston, a public
meeting was held in the State-House yard (eight
thousand persons are said to have been present) on
the 2oth of that month, presided over by Thomas Wil-
ling and John Dickinson. The meeting took some bold
steps, which became very important in the progress
of the controversy. It not only declared the Boston
Port Bill unconstitutional (that is, in excess of the
ordinary legislative power of Parliament), but created
a Committee of Correspondence with practical functions
of great importance. This committee was to corre-
spond and consult not merely with like committees in
the other Colonies, but also with similar committees to
be appointed in each county of this Province. These
committees were to send delegates (conferees, as they
were called) to a meeting to be held in Philadelphia on
the 15th of July. These conferees met on the day ap-
pointed, and, considering themselves as the true repre-
sentatives of the people of Pennsylvania, although very
irregularly chosen and without the shadow of any legal
authority, undertook not merely to instruct the legal
Assembly, which was to meet in August, that they
should choose delegates to the Continental Congress,
but also'to express what they supposed to be the opin-
ion of the people of Pennsylvania, in the shape of in-
structions to these delegates on the momentous ques-
tions of the hour. In short, we must consider this
Conference simply as a revolutionary body forced by
an overruling necessity in the opinion of its members,
who were among the most conspicuous and patriotic
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men of the time in the Province, to adopt an extra-
legal course. The chairman of this Committee of Cor-
respondence in Philadelphia was John Dickinson; and
when the Conference met, he, on behalf of that commit-
tee, presented three papers indicating the course which
should be pursued at the crisis. These were unani-
mously adopted by the Conference, and they are spoken
of by Ramsay, the historian, as the most “clear, pre-
cise, and determinate of any which had been presented
during the controversy.” The first was a series of
resolutions embodying the principles upon which we
rested our claims for redress ; the second was a code of
instructions * to the delegates who were to be chosen
by the Assembly to represent the Province in the Con-
tinental Congress; and the third was an exhaustive
treatise or essay upon the constitutional power of Great
Britain to tax the Colonies, illustrating and enforcing

* In regard to the instructions given by the Assembly to the
delegates to the Congress there has been some confusion. Mr. Gal-
loway, in his examination before the House of Commons, told the
committee that he drew up his own instructions. It is true that as
Speaker of the Assembly he sent to each of the delegates a notice of
his election, but he told them also that such would be the diversity
of subjects in Congress that no specific instructions could be given,
except that the union af the Crown and the Colonies was to be
maintained. The real and binding instructions (so far as any instruc-
tions could be binding) had been prepared by Mr. Dickinson at the
request of the Conference of July 15. They were very elaborate, both
as to the election of the delegates and as to their duties, and they
were adopted by this extra-legal body because it was felt that an As-
sembly so completely under the control of a man of the well-known
royalist sentiments of Mr. Galloway could not be trusted either to
elect such delegates to the Continental Congress or to give them
instructions such as the public sentiment of the time demanded.
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the doctrine of the resolutions and the instructions to
the delegates.

There is not a word in these three masterly state
papers justifying our resistance on any other ground
than that the conduct of the ministry was a gross viola-
tion of English law and of our charters. The truth is,
they were simply the embodiment of the views which
Dickinson, with the vast majority of the inhabitants
of the Colonies, had held from the beginning. His
course was in strict accordance with the precedents
of English history. He looked to the past for his justi-
fication ; the statesmen of New England trusted to the
future more than he did, and their actions were guided
rather by faith than by experience. In other words,
Dickinson’s method of conducting a revolution in these
Colonfes was formed, as were most of his political
ideas, from English example and tradition,—from move-
ments such as those embodied in the Petition of Right
of 1628, in the Declaration and the Act of Settlement
of 1688, and in the revolt of the Netherlands against
the illegal acts of the King of Spain. In New England,
and in Massachusetts particularly, the leaders antici-
pated in a certain degree the course of events in the
early history of the French Revolution. Their object
seems to have been to reduce certain abstract princi-
ples of right and justice to the government of man in
civil society, without regard to those historical tradi-
tions which are the real basis of what is permanent
and valuable in any system. John Adams, in a letter
which he wrote to Governor McKean, July 6, 1815, just
before the final downfall of Napoleon, expresses the
views which he then entertained on this subject, and
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there is reason to believe that they are practically the
same as those which he and his partisans held when the
first Continental Congress met, in 1774. “The present
question,” he says, “before the human race, that great
democratical tribunal, is whether the jus divinum is
in men, or in magistrates; in human nature, or in in-
stituted offices; in human understanding, or in holy
oil; in good sense and sound morality, or in crowns,
sceptres, crosses, and Episcopal and Presbyterian ordi-
nation.” Unfortunately, these are questions not to be
settled by any debating society, large or small, by what-
ever name it may be called. It happened, strangely
enough, that they had been settled in Europe for long
years by the only method which history recognizes as
capable in the last resort of controlling man’s action,
and that is force. The battle of Waterloo, which oc-

curred three weeks before this letter was written, but

the news of which had not reached the venerable sage
who wrote it, and which decided the fate of Europe
for generations, was the answer given to a faith which
maintained that human governments are the outgrowth
of man’s choice, rather than of his history, over which
he has no control.

The resolutions adopted by this Conference, the in-
structions of the delegates to the Congress who were
to be chosen by the Assembly, and the essay upon the
power of taxation, form parts of a general political sys+
tem first formulated by John Dickinson, and adhered to
by him and his followers of the historical school up to
the time of the Declaration of Independence. They
present in the clearest manner an outline of the case
of the Colonies in accordance with the theories of that

-8
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school, as they no doubt embodied the nearly unani-
mous opinion of the country outside of New England
on this subject. The theory of government on which
they were based was deliberately and finally rejected
when the Declaration of Independence was adopted.
How it happened that such a theory became wholly
discredited in the course of events is a subject of in-
quiry full of historical interest, and one which well
deserves the careful scrutiny of those who would trace
the progress of the American Revolution.



CHAPTER V.
THE CONTINENTAL CONGRESS.

THE summer of 1774 seems to have been an era in
government-making. It is curious to observe how this
tendency appears in the correspondence of prominent
men of the time which has not been printed. It seems
that the scheme which was first proposed by Dickinson
to his fellow-members of the Provincial Committee of
Correspondence was vigorously debated in the private
meetings of the committee, at which, in order to ob-
tain an expression of opinion which could be depended
upon, the representatives of six of the religious denom-
inations of the city were invited to be present. The
original draft was doubtless much modified to meet
the views of these persons, but exactly in what re-
spect it is not easy to say. We find in the letter-
book of Thomas Wharton, a prominent Quaker, one
of the principal merchants of the city, and agent here,
as has been said, for the East India Company, a letter
dated July 5, 1774, written by him to Thomas Walpole,
in which he says, “ Hence thou seest the probability
of an American Union taking place; and I dare say
thou wilt join with me in believing that it would be
happy could our parent State assist us in thus estab-
lishing a constitutional union between her and us;
she to appoint a supreme magistrate to reside on the
continent, who, with a fixed number taken from each
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House of Assembly, should form an upper legislature
to control the general affairs of the continent. The
intention of this Congress is to endeavor to form a
constitutional plan for the government of America,
dutifully to petition and remonstrate, and, if possible,
to point out such heads that we may unite with the
mother-country upon a constitutional union.”

These were the views of a man who was an ultra-
conservative of the time, and substantially they are the
same as those embodied in the scheme afterwards
proposed by Galloway. Wharton was one of the
Quakers who some years later were exiled to Vir-
ginia because their presence at their homes was con-
sidered dangerous to the patriot cause on the near
approach of the British army to the city after the
battle of Brandywine; and yet we find him not only
advocating a certain form of union between the Col-
onies and Great Britain which would establish a very
different relation from any that had previously existed
between them, but actually supposing that the English
government could be induced to approve of such a
scheme. The feeling then was that a closer and not
a looser union was the true remedy for the evils from
which we suffered.

At last the Conference adopted the papers as we now
find them in print. They were transmitted to the As-
sembly of the Province of Pennsylvania, which met on
the 22d of August, and there was evidently some appre-
hension as to the course which would be pursued by
that body in regard to them. These fears, however,
proved unfounded : the resolutions and instructions
were unanimously approved by the Assembly, and on
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the same day the following members were elected to
represent Pennsylvania in the Continental Congress,
—viz., Messrs. Galloway, the Speaker, Rhoads, Mifflin,
Humphreys, Morton, George Ross, and Edward Biddle.
These men were all well known in the Province, and
had served it faithfully for many years.

Mr. Galloway, the Speaker of the House and the
head of the delegation, was looked upon at that time
as the great champion of popular rights. He had
acquired this reputation from the active part he had
taken in 1764 in the controversy with the Proprieta-
ries, having drawn up the twenty-six resolutions in
which the Assembly asserted "that the Proprietary gov-
ernment had outlived its usefulness and prayed the
king to resume his direct government over the Prov-
ince. His activity at that time had endeared him to
the country members, most of whom were under his
control. The speech which he claimed to have deliv-
ered in the Assembly in support of this petition was
said by Mr. Dickinson not to have been the one really
made by him, and thus a quarrel was excited between
him and Galloway which produced a permanent es-
trangement at a time when their co-operation would
have been of great importance to the public service.
Galloway is said to have been ambitious of repre-
senting the Assembly in the House of Commons, or
in the Grand Council for which he had schemed, and
to have forsaken the American cause when he found
how vain were his hopes. He was a most brilliant
lawyer,—at the head of the bar, indeed,—and few of
the loyalists lost more than he did by taking the royal
side ; he himself estimated his losses at forty thousand
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pounds. During the first session of the Continental
Congress, however, few men went further than he in
supporting the American claims, and in the absence of
Dickinson (who had not been chosen a delegate because
he was not a member of the Assembly) he wielded a
great influence over the Pennsylvania deputation.

Mr. Samuel Rhoads was also a Quaker, known for
his wealth and his public spirit. He had been in public
life since 1741 as a member of the City Councils and
of the Assembly, and as one of the negotiators of the
famous treaty with the Indians at Lancaster. He was
chosen mayor of the city while he was a member of
the Continental Congress, and thereupon resigned his
seat. He had been active in advocating the popular
cause, so far as a Quaker could then go towards that
end, but became a little timid as he considered some
of the proceedings of Congress. He was a warm
friend of Franklin, and was associated with him in the
management of the Hospital, the Philosophical Society,
and the Library.

Thomas Mifflin seems to have been the only one
of the delegates who occupied from the beginning the
place familiar to us in the history of all revolutions,—
that of the “volunteer for the war.” He was compara-
tively a young man at this time, but he had been long a
member of the Assembly, and had been one of the most
active of the opponents of the Proprietaries in 1764.
He had the advantages of birth, wealthy connections,
and education, and when the war broke out he was one
of the first to offer his services, He was a major of one
of the regiments at the siege of Boston, and showed
such capacity in bringing his men into a state of disci-
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pline and efficiency that he attracted the attention of
General Washington. He was shortly afterwards made
brigadier-general, and subsequently quartermaster-gen-
eral. He was a man of the most determined and
demonstrative patriotism, and when the recruiting fell
off in Pennsylvania he made excursions through the
State, making speeches in the principal towns, and suc-
ceeded by his appeals to the patriotism of the people
in increasing considerably the numbers of the army
at important crises. He was, unfortunately, associ-
ated with Generals Gates and Conway in the famous
Conway Cabal, and his reputation has suffered in his-
tory from his efforts to supersede Washington. But
his energy and ability during the war seem to have
condoned his errors in the eyes of his contemporaries.
He was elected a delegate to Congress in 1783, and
was president of that body when General Washington
surrendered his commission at Annapolis; he was also
a delegate to the convention which framed the Consti-
tution of the United States, President of Pennsylvania,
and Governor under the Constitution of 1790. Appar-
ently he took little part in the debates of the first Con-
gress, but, when he did speak, he was always in favor
of the most energetic measures. He was the first of
the “new men” in Pennsylvania who occupied a con-
spicuous position.

Messrs. Biddle and Ross were lawyers of high repu-
tation in the interior of the State, the first residing at
Reading and the other at Lancaster. They were both
men at this time of conservative views, and they had
great influence with their country constituencies, each
having been conspicuous for his opposition to the minis-
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try. Mr. Biddle is spoken of by a contemporary as a
man of “ready elocution, sound principles, and correct
judgment,” and Mr. Ross became a judge, with a high
reputation for learning and integrity, in 1779.

Messrs. Humphreys and Morton were country gen-
tlemen, or rather of the better class of farmers, living
in the neighborhood of the city. They had both long
been members of the Assembly, were familiar with the
political questions of the time, and, although they took
opposxte sides in the quarrel, were recogmzed by all as
sincere patriots.

It may be well to say here that the Pennsylvania
deputation to the Congress was a good deal changed by
the time the Declaration of Independence was adopted,
and these changes serve as indications of the change of
party feeling during the interval. Galloway was the
first to retire, he, in January, 1775, making the state
of his health an excuse for declining a service which
to him appeared every day more hazardous. Rhoads
found it convenient, as has been said, to give up Con-
gressional honors when he was elected mayor of the
city. Dr. Franklin was chosen at once as a delegate
upon his return from Europe, in May, 1775. Mifflin’s
services were required in the camp before Boston.
George Ross resigned his seat. In November, 1775,
the following additional delegates were elected to fill
these vacancies: Robert Morris, Thomas Willing, An-
drew Allen, and James Wilson.

In looking over these names, those who are familiar
with the history of Pennsylvania need not be told that
the delegates elected in 1775 represented a much more
conservative side of the question at issue than those
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chosen in 1774. As the time drew nigh when indepen-
dence became probable, two of these delegates, not
thinking the time ripe for such an event, hesitated to take
the irrevocable step of declaring independence, simply
because it did not seem opportune in their opinion. In
consequence, Messrs. Biddle and Andrew Allen retired
from Congress in the spring of 1776. Mr. Dickinson,
it should be said, was elected a member of the As-
sembly early in October to fill a vacancy, and on the
17th of that month was chosen by that body as an
additional delegate to the Congress of 1774. The rest
constituted the very flower of the moneyed and intellec-
tual aristocracy of the Province, and upon them rested
the responsibility of giving or withholding their assent to
that document which may be said in a very important
sense to have created a new world—the Declaration
of Independence.

Before considering the work of the Continental Con-
gress which brought us safely through the Revolutionary
war, and especially the policy which led to the early
adoption of the Declaration of Independence, we must
look at some of the formidable obstacles which stood
in the way of success. It is perhaps not too much
to say that when resistance was first spoken of, up
to at least the outbreak of the war, no sentiment could
have been more abhorrent to the mass of the people
than that which the Declaration afterwards embodied.
Even a suggestion that the dissolution of our connec-
tion with the British Empire would in any event be
desirable would have been looked upon as monstrous.
Outside all mere political considerations there were
feelings, the force of which we can now understand



122 OBSTACLES TO ARMED RESISTANCE.

but little, which were then universal and all-powerful.
There was the sentiment of loyalty, for instance, to the
king and the constitution, a sentiment which, notwith-
standing the shocks it had received in this country, was
an ever-active principle, and had grown stronger and
stronger every year in the inherited traits of the Eng-
lish character ; there was, besides, that passionate love
of country, inflamed just then by pride at the recent
conquests of England on both continents; there was, in
addition to all, that indefinable but strong feeling of
race which gloried in belonging to the foremost nation
of modern times. All these things may seem insignifi-
cant as moulding the opinions of men, yet they have
been among the most potent agencies as stimulants to
heroic action in all ages, and with people of English
blood especially. In difficult times Englishmen have
never forgotten the days of their proud history, and
they were not likely to do so in the days of Clive, of
Wolfe, and of the elder Pitt. It cannot be doubted that
sentiments the outgrowth of conditions such as these
were far more deep-seated among the Colonists pre-
vious to the outbreak of the war than the spirit of
rebellion. The Colonies, besides, had then none of
those intimate relations with one another which now,
quite as much as the law itself, give us union and force
in what we undertake. The mass of the population
was, of course, British by birth or descent, but it was,
in some of the Colonies at least, as in Pennsylvania,
composed of different races, holding very different
opinions in religion and government. Thus, in this
Province, induced by the mildness of Penn’s govern-
ment, all nations had given one another rendezvous.



WANT OF UNION. 123

We had here English mixed up with Irish and Ger-
mans, Quakers with Presbyterians, and members of
the various pietistic German sects of the seventeenth
century, all enjoying what was promised them in Massa-
chusetts,—sub liberiate quietem. So in New York the
antagonism between the mass of the population and
the great landholders, between the Dutch and Scotch
Presbyterians and the Church people, was felt more or
less during the whole war, as it had been throughout
the history of the Colony. In Virginia the Dissenters,
as they were called, were ardent supporters of a revo-
lution one of the results of which would be the sup-
pression of their greatest practical grievance, the estab-
lished Church of the Colony. In short, look where we
will throughout the Colonies before the commence-
ment of hostilities, we find discontent arising from a
variety of causes, but no common ground of resistance,
Indeed, this want of union in political and religious
ideas had always been a characteristic feature of the
history of the Colonies, and had made it very difficult
to enforce any common policy.

The Colonies were also separated by differing habits,
customs, tastes, and opinions, and all sorts of petty
jealousies of one another and of the Crown. Many
of these obstacles seemed insuperable, and it is well
known that the British government was perfectly con-
vinced that the Colonies would be helpless owing to
these differences. These obstacles, as we have already
hinted, seemed to all at that time to have their origin in
differences which were fundamental and inalterable in the
condition and the characteristics of the people inhabit-
ing different sections of the country. The Puritan and
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the Quaker, for instance, were not only persons of dif-
ferent temper, and of totally opposite views concerning
the lawfulness of war, but they had radically different
ideas as to the nature of government and the character
and extent of the obligation which was imposed upon
them by their allegiance to the Crown. " The Puritan,
although he was nominally the subject of a monarchy,
had been in point of fact, certainly ever since he had
come to New England, and probably long before, es-
sentially a republican, always holding fast, in spite of
kings and charters and mandamuses, to the funda-
mental principle of republicanism, that of self-govern-
ment. He was an Independent in religion, which
implies that he insisted upon a system of self-govern-
ment in his ecclesiastical as well as in his civil relations.
Moreover, he felt in its acutest form that jealousy of
power which has always been characteristic of the
Englishman in history when any attempt from any
quarter has been made to assert arbitrary principles
of government. He was not disposed to wait and see
whether any overt acts would follow the avowal of such
principles, and especially he did not stop to consider
whether he himself was likely to suffer from such acts
or the principles upon which they were based. Oésta
principiis was his motto.

The Quakers, on the contrary, were essentially a law-
abiding people, patient and long-suffering, and not
prone to anticipate evil. None had suffered more than
they in history from the abuse of power, but their
religion and their experience alike taught them that
passive resistance to wrong, as they manifested it, was
alike their duty and their best policy. They believed
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literally that all things come to those who wait. They
were, therefore, not restless nor noisy nor quarrelsome,
and believed fully that the force of time and the influ-
ence of reason would bring about a redress of the
grievances from which they had suffered. They had
maintained their existence and their peculiar doctrines
under all forms of tyranny and without relying upon
the arm of flesh for support. The very first principle
of the Quakers, indeed, was a loyal submission to the
government under which they lived, so long as it did
not openly infringe their civil and ecclesiastical rights.
With this sentiment was joined another equally strong
and powerful as a guide to their conduct, and that was
a profound conviction of the value of liberty of con-
science, for the security of which they had contended
in their own way from the beginning. To maintain
this freedom of conscience they were ready to make
any sacrifice, and hitherto these sacrifices had produced
abundant fruit. Still, with this love of liberty, civil and
religious, fully as strong as that of the Puritan, the
Quaker was never clamorous in asserting his rights.
He was long-suffering, and persistent in his opinions,
but kept his temper even when he was threatened with
immediate and irreparable injury. There was, indeed,
a point (as shown in the history of the Province) when
he could resist. When he found, for instance, that the
Proprietaries in Pennsylvania were unwilling that their
lands should be taxed in the same manner as those of
other people, he persisted for years, and as long as
there was any hope of accomplishing his object, in
a constitutional opposition to such a pretension; and
finally he did not hesitate, as a last remedy against this
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flagrant injustice, to petition the king to revoke that
charter which had been granted to Willam Penn and
which had hitherto been priceless to him as a testimony
of the king’s government to the confidence felt in the
Quakers, and under which the Province had enjoyed
such wonderful prosperity. So when the governors
under the Proprietaries insisted that the Quakers should
render compulsory military service, they could never be
induced to violate their principles by serving as soldiers,
but they never hesitated, justifying themselves by some
strange casuistry, to vote money to provide for the
defence of the Province. They would not declare war
against the Delawares and Shawanees, feeling that these
Indians had been goaded on to the outrages they com-
mitted on the frontiers by the injustice and rapacity of
the agents of the Proprietary government, but they did
not hesitate to defend with arms in their hands the
Moravian Indian converts who had taken refuge in
Philadelphia from the fury of the Paxton Boys. In
short, Pennsylvania for the practical purposes of gov-
ernment—that is, for the protection of all its subjects
—was in a very disturbed condition from the beginning
of the French War, in 1755, to the end of Pontiac’s War,
in 1766. The discussions about the revocation of the
charter, the constant complaints that the representation
in the Assembly was unequal, and the cruel sufferings
which had been undergone by the settlers on the lands
west of the Susquehanna at the hands of the Indians,
—all these evils, which were charged upon the party
that was dominant when the Revolution began, seemed

* See Appendix IIL.
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to render any united action among the people, for any
purpose, wholly impracticable.

In New England no such dissensions existed. The
force of the people there was immeasurably increased
by the common recognition of the traditions of Eng-
lish liberty as a precious inheritance. With the blood
of the Puritans they had preserved in full activity
those political ideas which had led their forefathers
to withstand so manfully the tyranny of Strafford and
of Laud. It is a fact of immense importance, in
estimating the force of the various Colonies in the
war of independence, that in New England there was
practically a unity of sentiment not only as to the
nature of the grievances, but also as to the best method

of redressing them. 'As for the Germans of Pennsyl- ~ .

vania, living in the interior, engaged chiefly in farming,
and kept by their ignorance of the language of the
country from any very accurate knowledge of the
alleged wrongs of which their fellow-subjects com-
plained, or of the wisdom of the measures proposed to
remedy them, their influence in the Province was not to
be measured by their numbers. They suffered nothing
from Stamp Acts or Smuggling Acts or Boston Port
Bills, and they could not understand the earnestness
with which the-claim to impose taxation upon English-
men was opposed, for in such matters they had neither
knowledge nor experience. Their predominant feeling,
if we are to regard the great patriarch of the Lutheran
Church in this country, the Rev. Henry Muhlenberg, as
their representative, was gratitude to the Quakers and
their government, by which so many of the blessings
of liberty and peace unknown in their Fatherland had
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been secured to them. Of course, such was their atti-
tude only before the outbreak of hostilities; for after
the war broke out no portion of the population was
more ready to defend its homes or took up arms more
willingly in support of the American cause.

It would be, however, very unfair to judge of the
character of the opposition in Pennsylvania to the
ministerial tyranny from the cautious and conserva-
tive attitude of the Quakers alone. Long before any
one dreamed of war as the w/fima ratio, all classes of
people in every provincial party here, Quakers as well
as Presbyterians, Germans, and Church-of-England
people, had joined together in protesting against what
all conceived to be acts of arbitrary power. The
measures of opposition which they adopted at that
critical time were similar to those agreed upon in the
other Colonies. Thus, all classes in Pennsylvania, re-
sistants and non-resistants alike, under the guidance
of men who afterwards became conspicuous both as
loyalists and as patriots, remonstrated with one accord
against the Stamp Act and the Tea Act, the Boston
Port Bill and the other measures intended to punish
the town of Boston; they all signed the non-importa-
tion and non-exportation agreements; they all peti-
tioned the Crown that the right of self-government
should be guaranteed; they declared their determi-
nation to maintain the fundamental rights of the Col-
onists ; they warned the ministry that armed resistance
would be made to further encroachments ; they did not
hesitate to vote for raising men and money for the
defence of the Province after the battle of Lexington ;
and yet, with all this, they never ceased to hope that
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some peaceful settlement of the dispute might be made
and that no separation from the mother-country would
take place. It is easy to say now that they were mis-
taken in believing that England would at last consent
to govern them as she had done previous to 1763;
but the man who maintained the opposite theory in
1776 would have argued against the force of every
precedent in English history. At any rate, the course
that was taken by the dominant party in Pennsylvania
was not settled by the power of the non-resistant
Quakers, and still less by the force of an irresistible
popular clamor: it was deliberately taken under the
guidance of thoroughly enlightened and patriotic men,
whose studies and training had led them to discover in
English history how and why their race -had resisted
oppression,

Nothing contributed more to produce confusion in
the counsels of the leaders in the beginning of the .
Revolution than the different character and political
training of the delegates from different sections of
the country. It is, indeed, hard to conceive how the
national cause could have been successfully promoted at
all, when the men who were its champions were affected
by so totally different an environment and had such
opposite notions of the remedy. The line was drawn
so distinctly between the parties that no compromise
seemed possible, and the only question was which
should have exclusive control of the destiny of the
country. Strange to say, everything seemed to com-
bine to keep apart those who professed to have the
same object in view. Before the Massachusetts dele-
gates to the Congress of 1774 reached Philadelphia,

9
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it was the habit of those opposed to the popular cause,
both here and in Boston, to speak of them as needy
adventurers or lawyers seeking for notoriety, or as
persons whose reputation and fortune had become
compromised by attempts to defraud the customs’
revenue, Whatever truth there may have been in
these stories, they had, as we shall see, their effect so
far as the influence of these gentlemen in Congress
was concerned. But in Pennsylvania, however luke-
warm some may have thought the patriotism of her
delegates, no one before the Declaration of Indepen-
dence was adopted supposed for a moment that private
interest or personal ambition was a motive which led
any one of them to espouse the popular cause. They
were all men whose position, reputation, and fortune
were firmly established at the outset of the Revolu-
tion, and in these respects they had everything to lose
by becoming popular leaders at such a crisis. John
Dickinson, at their head, was at this time, as we have
seen, a man of mature years, of as high a rank as
could then be reached by a Colonist, of large fortune,
and of a professional reputation that made his name
known throughout the continent. His private inter-
est, selfishly considered, was to support the ministry,
and we cannot doubt that his influence on that side
would have been purchased by the highest rewards
which the royal government had to bestow. In that
path only, as it then appeared to a man like Galloway,
was the prospect of promotion and advancement; but
the earnestness and depth of Dickinson’s convictions
concerning the ministerial pretensions were such that
he did not hesitate to obey the dictates of his con-
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science, to sacrifice even his loyalty to his king (which
in him had been a sentiment of intense earnestness),
and to abandon his friends who differed from him,
many of whom had given him their warmest sympathy
and support from his early manhood.

If further justification of the course persistently pur-
sued by Pennsylvania and the leaders here is needed,
it is to be found in the peculiar position of the Prov-
ince during the ten years preceding the Revolution.
The population here, although greater than that of any
other of the Colonies except Virginia, was, as we have
seen, of a composite order : one-third were said by Dr.
Franklin to have been English Quakers, one-third to -
have been Germans, and the other third to have been
made up of a variety of races, chief among which were
the Scotch-Irish Presbyterians. This difference in races
and religion was, as we have shown, the first great ob-
stacle to unity of political action. There had been a
bitter contest, prolonged through many years, between
the friends and the opponents of the Proprietary gov-
ernment ; on each side of this question were arrayed
the most prominent public men of the Province. The
Quakers as a body had forsaken the Proprietary party,
and, although they returned to the support of the char-
ter when they discovered what sort of constitution the
popular party proposed to substitute for it, yet they
soon became divided on other grounds. The Scotch-
Irish Presbyterians, as was to be expected, were most
ardent in their opposition to the ministry, for they re-
membered only too well the tyranny from which their
ancestors had suffered in their native country, which
had destroyed the woollen industry in Ireland, and the
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shocking attempt which was made to disqualify them
from holding there any office unless they had sub-
scribed the religious test of that day. They had here,
as inhabitants of the frontier settlements, a peculiar
grievance, a long-standing quarrel with the Quakers,
who controlled the Assembly, and who, they alleged,
had refused, in consequence of religious scruples, to
protect them from the attacks of the French and In-
dians: hence the sympathy between these two sections
of the population was not remarkably warm or active.
The New England delegates found on their arrival
in Philadelphia, in September, 1774, that the rumors
" which they had heard that the people in this part of
the country did not favor independence were well
founded. Not only did the Quakers seem cold, but
others also conspicuous in public life, Yet they were
politely received by all. Those who then composed
what was called the society of the place formed, it
must not be forgotten, an array of men distinguished
in public and private life such as could be found at
that time nowhere else on the continent. Among the
more prominent of these were the Pennsylvania mem-
bers of the Congress, Messrs. Dickinson, Wilson, Mor-
ris, Willing, and Humphreys,—the first, as we have
said, with a reputation as a statesman already conti-
nental, the second probably the most eminent jurist of
his day, and the third, with his partner, Thomas Willing,
a member of one of the largest mercantile firms in
America at a time when the term “ merchant prince” had
a significance which it has now lost. Besides, among
the prominent lawyers were the Chief Justice, Chew,
Edward Tilghman, William and Andrew Allen, McKean,
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Reed, and Galloway,—all bred in the Temple, and all
having imbibed there the traditional English view of
the public questions at that time under discussion.
There were, too, eminent physicians and men of learn-
ing who added to the social attractions of the place:
Morgan, Rush, and Shippen, father and son, who had
founded the first medical school on this continent,
which even then gave promise of its future renown;
Provost Smith, regarded by his contemporaries as a
prodigy of learning, and spoken of even by John
Adams as ‘“very able;” Rittenhouse, the greatest nat-
ural philosopher of the time, according to Jefferson; .
and Vice-Provost Allison, regarded by President Stiles
of Yale College as the best classical scholar of his day
in this country. These men all discussed the burning
questions of the hour in a large and comprehensive
spirit; and doubtless the society of such men, rein-
forced as it then was by that of the delegates from the
other Colonies, must have taught the New England
delegates many things which they needed to know, if
harmony of sentiment throughout the country was to
be reached. The impression produced on the minds
of the delegates by their intercourse with the enlight-
ened men they met at Philadelphia was not, if we are
to judge by their correspondence and their diaries, a
very favorable one. They were quick enough to see
that their political opinions were associated in the
minds of those they met not merely with the pre-
tensions of a narrow and levelling Puritanism, but
also with the encouragement of lawless- and disorderly
acts. The Committees of Safety, the “Sons of Lib-
erty,” the caucus, and various other devices which New
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England had invented for rousing and organizing the
passions of the multitude, although shortly to be intro-
duced here, were then regarded by the sober, conser-
vative, and law-abiding people of this part of the coun-
try as forms of mob violence, and as such these political
manifestations were extremely distasteful to them. The
truth is, our people had not then been educated in rev-
olutionary methods, and, Quakers as they were, they
could not appreciate the value of that *higher law”
which was invoked as their guide.

The Continental Congress met at the Carpenters’
Hall in Philadelphia on the 5th of September, 1774,
fifty-five delegates being present, representing twelve
Colonies,—Georgia having sent none. In a body so
loosely jointed together the first condition of strength
and vigor was the vital union of all its parts. In this
respect there was much left to be desired, as became
more and more apparent during its sessions. In one
thing only all were agreed, and that was that they were
all suffering from an intolerable common grievance.
But as to the best mode of securing redress, opinions
vibrated between the scheme of Galloway (which, far
from being original, had been long known and advo-
cated by many of the most prominent Quakers), which
looked to a closer union with Great Britain under new
conditions, and that of absolute independence, which
was the theory of Samuel Adams and his friends. Be-
tween these two extremes there were many schemes
to secure a return to harmony strongly urged by their
authors, the discussion of which served only to create
confusion and dissension in the Congress. This, of
course, was in addition to the disturbing causes to
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which we have referred arising from differences of
race, habits, and interests, and environment generally.
A strong test of the patriotism of the delegates was
found in the willingness of each to subordinate for
the moment his favorite theories to the plan which
would gain the common consent and could be pre-
sented to the world as a united expression not only of
the discontent of the Colonies but of the appropriate
remedy. On the whole, the delegates bore this test
pretty well, and the result of their united deliberations
is expressed in some of the noblest state papers in the
English language. As Daniel Webster said of them,
speaking to young men, “If you want to love your
country, master the contents of these immortal papers,
and become imbued with their sentiments.” In the in-
terest of harmony in the Congress, unity of expression,
if not of sentiment, was regarded as absolutely essential
to any hope of redress. i The delegates from Massa-
chusetts, who, there is reason to believe, came here with
an intense desire for independence in their hearts, were
warned not to allow their wish to pass their lips. Be-
fore their arrival they were told by men of their own
party here, such as Mifflin, Bayard, and Rush, that if
they talked of independence in the Congress they
would destroy their influence. Whatever they may
have thought, they were wise enough to keep their
thoughts concealed. Every precaution was taken, by
closing the doors of the hall and pledging the mem-
bers to secrecy, lest the public should suspect that
there was any want of harmony in the deliberations
of the delegates.

*The advice given to Mr. Adams and his colleagues
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on their arrival does not seem to have been thrown
away. -“We have,” he writes to William Tudor about
this time, “ numberless prejudices to remove here. We
have been obliged to act with great delicacy and cau-
tion. We have been obliged to keep ourselves out of
sight, and to feel pulses and to sound depths; to in-
sinuate our sentiments, designs, and desires by means
of other persons, sometimes of one Province, and some-
times of another.” The other extreme party, that of
Mr. Galloway, was not so prudent. Notwithstanding
all that has been said to Galloway’s discredit, there is no
evidence that he was at this time a hypocrite and villain,
as it has been customary to represent him. He called
himself a Whig, and he was strongly opposed to the
ministry but thoroughly loyal to the Crown. He
thought, with many of the best people in the Middle
and Southern Colonies, that what’ was most needed
was a closer, not a looser, union with Great Britain.
He therefore proposed a scheme which provided for the
appointment of a President-General, as he called him,
who should be appointed by the English government,
and who should be assisted by a council made up of a
certain number of persons chosen by the Assembly of
each Colony. Certainly there was nothing treasonable
or unpatriotic in this proposition, and although it re-
ceived, according to Mr. Adams and to Mr. Galloway
(in his examination before a committee of the House
of Commons), the votes of five out of twelve Colonies,
the proceedings concerning it were expunged from the
journal as if they had never taken place”, The only
party in this famous Congress which acted openly and
honestly was the Whig or Constitutional party, led by
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Mr. Dickinson. It knew exactly what it wanted, the
repeal of the laws violating the rights of the Colonies
since the treaty of 1763, and it asked for that repeal
by the method which it had always been taught was
the constitutional one,—viz, by petition and remon-
strance. The moderate party controlled the Congress,
and by the moderate party is meant that which agreed
with General Washington in the opinion which he ex-
pressed in a letter written on the gth of October, 1774,
to Captain Mackenzie, “ No such thing as independence
is desired by any thinking man in North America,” and
in that of John Adams of the same date, “If it is the
opinion of any that Congress will advise offensive
measures, they will be mistaken.”

The Congress refused alike to listen to any alleged
violations of the “law of nature,” or to favor the sys-
tem of federation suggested by Galloway. Having
settled exactly the grounds of complaint, it set forth a
“ Declaration of Rights” of the Colonists, following the
English precedent when William and Mary were called
to the throne in 1688. It agreed upon a “ Petition to the
King,” in which it asserted in the most positive manner
the loyalty of his American subjects, but insisted upon
the observance of their fundamental rights as Eng-
lishmen. It asked more especially that eleven Acts
of Parliament, or parts of them, which violated those
rights, should be repealed. It issued addresses to the
English people, and to the inhabitants of the newly-
acquired Province of Quebec, in which the position and
intentions of the Americans as loyal subjects were
carefully defined. It agreed upon an “Association” and
a non-importation agreement, by which the subscribers

-
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bound themselves neither to import nor to use English
goods until their grievances were redressed. All these
resolutions were adopted with striking unanimity. Then
came Galloway’s proposition concerning federation,
which was rejected.

It will be understood that during the session of Con-
gress the condition of Boston, which was that of a “state
of siege,” must have painfully preoccupied the minds
of the members, as it was indeed the immediate cause
of their meeting. Doubtless Congress felt that some
special expression of sympathy, framed in the strongest
terms which they could employ consistently with their
declarations of loyalty to the king and their desire for
reconciliation which they had just professed in their
Declaration of Rights and in the Petition, should be
made. Instead of adopting expressions on this subject
couched in the same sober, dignified, and statesmanlike
language as had been employed in the other documents,
Boston’s own statement of her case, made in the most
passionate and inflammatory language, in what were
called the “Suffolk Resolutions,” was approved. Being
surprised on the 1oth of October by some alarming
rumors that hostilities had already begun there, Con-
gress on that day resolved (though not unanimously),
“That this Congress approve the opposition of the
inhabitants of the Colony of Massachusetts Bay to the
execution of the late acts of Parliament, and if the
same shall be attempted to be carried into execution
by force, in such case all America ought to support
them in their opposition.” When this resolution was
offered, the delegates from Pennsylvania feared that if
it should pass it would shut the door to all hope of
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reconciliation. There was a strong feeling among them
that the Province was being prematurely dragged into
a war which they could not approve, and to which not
only their constituents but the people in the Middle
and Southern Colonies generally were wholly opposed.
George Ross, one of the Pennsylvania delegates, had
the boldness at this juncture to propose that Massa-
chusetts should be left to her own discretion in matters
of government, and Galloway seconded his motion;
but the feeling of sympathy for Boston was so strong
and sincere that the proposition was defeated.

This was the vote which more than anything else
hardened the heart of George IIL in the beginning of
the contest, and made him doubt the sincerity of all the
professions of loyalty which were made in the Petition
and the other papers adopted by Congress. Indeed,
there is an inconsistency in attempting to reconcile a
determination to aid persons with an armed force who
are in rebellion against the king with professions of
loyal attachment and obedience to that king. It has
been said that this vote was the result of a false alarm
of an attack upon Boston. On the 1oth of October,
the day on which it was adopted, Congress wrote a
letter to General Gage, who was in command there,
complaining of his supposed acts. On the 20th, Gen-
eral Gage replied, “Not a single gun has been pointed
against the town; no man’s property has been seized
or hurt except the king's; no troops have given less
cause for complaint, and greater care was never taken
to prevent it; such care was never more necessary
from the daily insults and provocations given both to
officers and soldiers. The communication between the
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town and the country has always been open and un-
molested, and is so stll.”

Although the full effect of the conciliatory policy
adopted by the Congress in the addresses and declara-
tions which it issued was somewhat marred by this un-
looked-for contretemps of a supposed attack upon Boston,
these papers still remain among the most memorable
and instructive documents of our history. The true
American feeling at that time is to be gathered from
them, and not from the sayings and doings of panic-
stricken Boston. Not one of them, it is believed, was
prepared by a New England member. The address
to the people of the Colonies was written by Richard
Henry Lee; that to the other inhabitants of British
America, and the Declaration of Rights;, by Mr. Jay.

Mr. Dickinson was a member of the Congress of
1774 scarcely more than a week, having taken his seat
on the 17th of October, and the Congress having
adjourned on the 26th. He had been elected a mem-
ber of the Assembly of the Province in the beginning
of October, and was shortly afterwards chosen as a
delegate to the Congress, having been up to this time
excluded, as he always thought, by Galloway's influ-
ence. During his short membership he left an in-
effaceable mark of his influence upon its records. It
was he who wrote the most memorable paper adopted
by the Congress, the famous Petition to the King, de-
scribed by an historian “as penned with extraordinary
force and animation, in many parts rising to a very
high strain of eloquence;” and also the address to the
people of Canada, a paper which explains more fully
the principles of English constitutional liberty and their
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foundation in English law than any on the same sub-
ject in the language, the essays and speeches of Burke
not excepted. Well did these noble and masterly ex-
positions of our claims deserve the tribute paid to them
by Lord Chatham: * History, my Lords, has been my
favorite study, and in the celebrated writings of an-
tiquity I have often admired the patriotism of Greece
and Rome; but I must declare and avow that in the
master states of the world I know not the people
nor the Senate who in such a complication of difficult
circumstances can stand in preference to the Dele-
gates of America assembled in General Congress at
Philadelphia.”

There is not a single word in either of these docu-
ments which betokens the “timid apathetic spirit” at-
tributed by Mr. Bancroft at this time to Mr. Dickinson,
Far from it. They treat the idea of submission with
scorn ; they claim redress, not as a favor, but as a right,
because when it was refused clearly-established law
was violated. They rest their hope for the restoration
of harmony upon this basis, that they can enforce the
conviction of the justice of their claims upon the minds
of those whom they are addressing. They disdain,
therefore, to make use of that declamatory rhetoric so
commonly employed at that time in certain quarters
in making complaints, a style made up alternately of
blustering threats and fawning flattery, and which pro-
duced no other effect upon those addressed than to
irritate them still more and to increase their insolence.
It must be remembered that at this time the object of
the great majority of the delegates to the Congress
was conciliation founded upon a recognition of our
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legal rights, and that Congress was not asking openly
for reconciliation while secretly it was taking measures
to secure independence. It was, indeed, the belief of
the English ministry that we were not sincere in our
professions, for they seemed strangely inconsistent
with the lawless acts of the people of New England.
The Secretary for the Colonies in London did not hesi-
tate to say to the Colonial agents there that, although
our addresses were expressed in a “decent and re-
spectful tone,” our acts gave the lie to the professions
we made in them of loyalty. This feeling was so well
settled in the mind of the minister that, although he
promised to lay the Petition and the addresses before
the king and the Parliament, the king, it would appear,
never received them, and the papers were sent, as
Dickinson afterwards said, to the House of Commons
“huddled up in a mass,” the bundle being labelled
“ American papers.”

The Petition to the King is the production of a man
who, while he felt keenly our wrongs, was a thorough
loyalist at heart. It is a clear and logical statement of
our grievances, and in dignified expression of lofty polit-
ical sentiment, framed in an English style characterized
by force, simplicity, and good taste, it is unsurpassed by
any state paper issued during the Revolution. It ad-
dresses the king in a tone far more of sorrow than of
anger, and speaks of the wrongs we have suffered as
abuses of the royal authority. In a manner calculated
to flatter the pride of a constitutional sovereign, it pro-
ceeds, with that tone of * proud submission and dignified
obedience” of which Burke speaks, so characteristic of
the Englishman at his best, to tell the king that “the
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apprehension of being degraded into a state of servi-
tude from the pre-eminent rank of English freemen,
while our minds retain the strongest love of liberty and
clearly foresee the miseries preparing for us and our
posterity, excites emotions in our breasts which we
should not wish to conceal. We apprehend that the
language of freemen cannot be displeasing to your
Majesty. Your royal indignation, we hope, will rather
fall on those designing and dangerous men who, daringly
interposing themselves between your royal person and
your faithful subjects, and for several years past inces-
santly employed to dissolve the bonds of society by
abusing your Majesty’s authority, misrepresenting your
American subjects, and prosecuting the most desperate
and irritating projects of oppression, have at length
compelled us by the force of accumulated injuries,
too severe to be any longer tolerable, to disturb your
Majesty’s repose by our complaints,” *

* Mr. Dickinson’s authorship of this famous letter to the king was
questioned by Chief Justice Marshall in his ‘¢ Life of Washington."’
He there stated that it was generally believed to have been written by
Richard Henry Lee. For reasons which will appear in the following
correspondence, this erroneous statement affected Mr. Dickinson very
deeply, and he took the trouble of proving by the Journals of Con-
gress that he was the sole author of the Petition to the King. He
wrote at once on the subject to his friend Dr. George Logan, one
of the Senators from Pennsylvania, who communicated with the
Chief Justice. The result, as will be seen, was highly satisfactory to
Mr. Dickinson. The correspondence has an additional interest as
referring incidentally to Mr. Dickinson’s opinion of Washington.

John Dickinson to George Logan.

Dear KinsMmaN,— Having subscribed for two sets of General
Washington’s Life by John Marshall, I lately received the second
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The address of Mr. Dickinson to the inhabitants of
Canada in regard to the form of government imposed
on the inhabitants of that country after the conquest by
the “ Quebec Act” is written in the same elevated and

volumes of those sets; and, on looking over one of them, I found
a reflection cast by the Chief Justice upon my character, that has sur-
prised and hurt me.

In page 180, after concluding extracts from the first petition, in
1774, to the king, he says, in a note, ¢‘ The committee which brought
in this admirably well-drawn and truly conciliatory address were Mr.
Lee, Mr. John Adams, Mr. Johnson, Mr. Henry, and Mr. John
Rutledge. The original composition has been generally attributed to
Mr. Lee.”

Here the Chief Justice has committed a mistake directly contra-
dicted by the record, perhaps owing to his having attended only to
the first resolution of Congress respecting an address to the king,
which was in these words:

“ Saturday, October 1st, 1774.

¢ Resolved unanimously, That a loyal address to his Majesty be pre-
pared, dutifully requesting the royal attention to the grievances that
alarm and distress his Majesty's faithful subjects in North America,
and entreating his Majesty’s gracious interposition for the removal of
such grievances; thereby to restore, between Great Britain and the
Colonies, that harmony so'necessary to the happiness of the British
Empire, and so ardently desired by all Americans. Agreed, that
Mr. Lee, Mr. J. Adams, Mr. Johnson, Mr. Henry, and Mr. Rutledge
be a committee, to prepare an address to his Majesty.''—/Journals of

Congress, vol. i. p. 22.

At that time I was not in Congress, having been kept out by
J. Galloway and his party till the session of Assembly after the new
election in that year. This appears from the following entry in the
Journals, p. 31:

“ Monday, October 17th, 1774.

““Mr. John Dickinson appeared in Congress as a deputy for the
Province of Pennsylvania, and produced his credentials, as follows:
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masterly style as the Petition to the King. It is, in
fact, a treatise upon the great guarantees of freedom
which England provides for all her subjects whose
allegiance she claims. He insists that by this act the

“OAM. “¢In Assembly, October 15th, 1774.

¢ ¢ Upon motion by Mr. Ross, ordered, that Mr. Dickinson be and
he is hereby added to the committee of deputies appointed by the
late Assembly of this Province, to attend the general Congress now
sitting in the city of Philadelphia on American grievances.’

¢ The same being approved, Mr. Dickinson took his seat as one of
the deputies for the Province of Pennsylvania.”

The next entry in the Journals concerning the Address to the
King is in these words, in page 56: ’
¢ Friday, October 21st, 1774.
‘“The Address to the King, being brought in, was read, and after
some debate, ordered, that the same be recommitted, and that Mr. J.
Dickinson be added to the committee.”’

The next entry relating to this subject is in these words, in page

57:
“ Monday, October 24th, 1774.

“The committee to whom the Address to the King was recom-
mitted reported a draft, which was read, and ordered to be taken

into consideration to-morrow.’’
“ Tuesday, October 25th, 1774.

¢ The Congress resumed the consideration of the Address to his
Majesty, and the same being debated by paragraphs was, after some
amendments, approved and ordered to be engrossed.”’

Thus it is manifest that the Address agreed to by Congress was
not brought in, as the Chief Justice states, merely by the committee
first appointed upon that business, but by the persons to whom it
was “‘ recommitted,’’ —that is, by the five gentlemen who were first
appointed, and by me who had been added to them on the z1st of
October, as is before mentioned.

The truth is, that the draft brought in by the original committee
was written in language of asperity very little according with the
conciliatory disposition of Congress.

10



146 ADDRESS ON THE *‘“ QUEBEC ACT.’

great principles which the English law lays down as
fundamental—viz., that the people shall have a share
in their government; that their representatives shall

The committee, on my being added to them, desired me to draw
the address, which I did, and the draft was reported by me.

I have said that the Chief Justice has cast a reflection upon my
character, and a very severe one it is, from whatever cause it has
proceeded. :

The severity of his reflection arises from this circumstance. In
the year 1800, two young printers applied to me for my consent to
publish my political writings, from which they expected to derive
some emolument. I gave my consent, and in the following year they
published in this place two octavo volumes, as my political writings.

This publication being made in the town where I reside, no per-
son of understanding can doubt that I must be acquainted with the
contents. Of course I must be guilty of the greatest baseness, if,
for my credit, I knowingly permitted writings which I had not com-
posed to be publicly imputed to me, without a positive and public
contradiction of the imputation. This contradiction I never have
made, and never shall make, conscious as I am that every one of
those writings was composed by me.

The question, whether I wrote the first Petition to the King is
of little moment, but the question, whether I have countenanced an
opinion that I did write it though in reality I did not, is to me of
vast importance.

If I had any acquaintance with the Chief Justice, I would im-
mediately write to him, upon the injury he has done to me, entertain-
ing, as I do, from the accounts I have received of his good qualities,
a hope that he would be disposed to do me justice by correcting his
error in the third volume of his work, soon to be published.

But, as we are strangers one to the other, I earnestly wish my friend
to write to him on the subject, as soon as his convenience will permit.

This favor will much oblige
Thy truly affectionate cousin,

Joun DicKINSON.
‘WILMINGTON, the 15th of the gth mo., 1804.

To Dr. G. Locan.
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have the absolute right of voting supplies ; and that the
trial by jury, the liberty of the person, and the free-
dom of the press shall be preserved inviolate—are all

Chief Justice Marshall to Dr. Logan.
RICHMOND, January 28th, 1805.

Sir,—Your letter of the 17th inst., enclosing an extract of one
from Mr. Dickinson, reached me only to-day. This delay is in some
measure attributable to my inattention to the post-office, and in
some measure to the impediments to the mail occasioned by the bad
weather.

I lament sincerely that any mistake should have arisen respecting
the author of the Petition to the King. I did most certainly believe
that it came from the pen of Mr. Lee. I had heard so at the time,
and this report appeared to me to derive much probability from his
being the person first named on the committee. It may have origi-
nated in his having drawn that which was not approved. The subse-
quent appointment of Mr. Dickinson on the committee escaped my
attention. It being my object to state the address itself, without ad-
verting to the changes it experienced in passing through Congress, I did
not attend to the recommitment of it. The book mentioned in the
extract I never saw. Had it been in my possession I certainly should
not have been unmindful of the which finding this paper
among the political tracts of that gentleman would have suggested.

The willingness manifested by Mr. Dickinson to attribute this
accident to improper motives I can readily excuse; nor will it in
any degree diminish the alacrity with which I shall render him the
justice to which he is entitled.

With great respect,
I am, sir, your obedient servant,
J. MARSHALL.

Tae HoNBLE. GEORGE LocaN, Washington.

John Dickinson to Dr. Logan.

I wish the author to be informed that I am very sensible of the
candor with which he has been pleased to rectify the note in the
second volume of his work.

I disliked several parts of General Washington’s conduct as a
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placed at the mercy of an absolute governor, who is
responsible only to a profligate minister at home who
may rule them as he will.

When the Congress adjourned on the 26th of Oc-
tober, the delegates generally, and John Dickinson
especially, were not sanguine of preserving peace.
“Delightful as peace is,” he said, “it will be all the
more gratifying because unexpected.” Who had de-
stroyed the hopes of that reconciliation for which he
had worked so long and so faithfully? He could not
help feeling that the Congress had yielded to pity and
sympathy what their calmer judgments would have
refused.

Notwithstanding, however, the gloomy apprehen-
sions of Dickinson as to the failure of measures of
conciliation, he did not slacken his zeal or abate his
efforts to secure the ratification of the acts of the
Congress by the legislatures of the different Colonies.
The Assembly of Pennsylvania was the first to confirm
the proceedings of the Congress, as it was the first,

commander, and as a statesman. They were, in my opinion, errors,
committed not for want of abilities, but for want of that informa-
tion which a more extensive acquaintance with history would have
afforded.

However, I always considered him as a great and good man.
His honesty and firmness throughout our severe contest establish his
character in a most conspicuous and endearing light.

1 had a strong conviction of the difficulties he had to encounter;
but yet I had not such a knowledge of them, and consequently not
such a knowledge of his merits in the services he rendered to his
country, as I have acquired since I read the second volume of the
History now publishing. His memory must be affectionately cherished
by every true American, by every friend to liberty.
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thirteen years afterwards, to ratify the Constitution of
the United States. It met on the 1oth of December:
there was a large number of Quakers in the Assem-
bly, yet the acts of the Congress which complained
of their grievances were unanimously approved. This
action seems to have caused no little surprise among
those who thought that they knew the composition of
that body well, and especially the Quaker feeling. Mr.
Reed, writing to Lord Dartmouth, the American Secre-
tary, says that the vote was expressive of “the appro-
bation of a large number of Quakers in the House, a
body of people who have acted a passive part in all
the disputes between the mother-country and the Col-
onies.” Nothing could be more significant, as showing
how completely united were the people of all classes
in Pennsylvania, and how successful had been the man-
agement of Dickinson in securing such a vote in oppo-
sition to the influence of Galloway and those of his
followers (and there were not a few of these) who
were royalists guand méme.

Besides the unanimous formal approval of the pro-
ceedings of the Congress by the Assembly, there was
an earnest effort made in Pennsylvania by Dickinson
and his friends to enlist popular sympathy and support
in aid of the strict enforcement of the non-importation
agreement. This effort proved in a great measure
successful, and the “ Association,” as it was called, be-
came what agreements of a similar nature had not been
hitherto,—a reality. With this object in view, the Com-
mittee of Correspondence, of which Mr. Dickinson was
chairman, summoned a second meeting of the Con-
vention which had been held during the past summer.
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This second Convention, like its predecessor, was sim-
ply a popular body, and one whose acts had no formal
legal sanction and whose decision could be enforced
only by general public opinion; it met at the close
of January, 1775. Mr. Dickinson, the chairman of the
committee, having proposed that Mr. Joseph Reed
should be the chairman, stated the reasons which had
led to the call of the Convention. He said that while
“it is the most earnest wish and desire of all to see
harmony restored between Great Britain and the Col-
onies, this body should emphasize the opinion that the
commercial opposition pointed out by the Continental
Congress, if faithfully adhered to, will be the means of
rescuing this unhappy country from the evils meditated
against it.” He then proposed, and the Convention
adopted his proposal, that the non-importation agree-
ment should be faithfully observed, and that various
kinds of domestic manufacture should be undertaken
in order to render us independent of England for the
supply of our wants. In these proposals we find only
the echoes of the opinions he had always maintained
on this subject.

On the gth of March, 1775, the governor (John Penn)
sent a message to the Assembly, suggesting that in the
present critical condition of affairs it would be more
respectful to the authorities at home that each Colony
should state its peculiar grievances in petitions sepa-
rately, rather than that a common complaint should
be made by a Congress of all. The answer of the
Assembly is worth quoting, as showing the intensity
and earnestness of the feeling which prevailed in Penn-
sylvania, and her loyal adhesion to those of her sister
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Colonies who were then suffering. At this very time
she has been represented as being ready, under Quaker
influence and the leadership of Dickinson, to yield
everything for the sake of peace. They tell the gov-
ernor, in their answer to his message, that, if there was
no other objection to his proposition, it seemed to them
that it would be dishonorable to adopt it, and to desert
the other Colonies which were connected by a union
founded on just motives and mutual faith and con-
ducted by general councils. They rejected with dis-
dain the proposition of the House of Lords that each
Colony should vote its own supplies under certain con-
ditions. They were unwavering in their determination
when the battle of Lexington had brought affairs to a
crisis,’ On the gth of May, 1775, they gave their in-
structions to their honored and trusted delegates (Gal-
loway having declined to be a candidate, and having
retired to Bucks County to meditate “ going over,” as
afterwards appeared) in a very few but pregnant words:
“You shall meet the delegates to the Congress about
to assemble, and you shall exert your utmost endeavors

* Mr. Dickinson, Mr. Jay, and Mr. Wythe were sent by Congress to
warn the Assembly of New Jersey not to send petitions singly, as Lord
North desired. Mr. Dickinson said to the Assembly, ¢ The eyes of
all Europe are upon us. Until this controversy the strength and im-
portance of this country were not known ; the nations of Europe look
with jealous eyes on the struggle. Britain has natural enemies, France
and Spain ; France will not sit still and suffer Britain to conquer. All
that Britain wanted was to procure separate petitions, which we
should avoid ; it would break our Union, and we should become a
rope of sand. He repeated, that neither mercy nor justice were to be
expected from Britain.”” Mr. Jay and Mr. Wythe supported Mr.
Dickinson.—New Jersey Archives, vol. x., First Series.
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to agree upon and recommend such further measures
as shall afford the best prospect of obtaining redress
of American grievances and of restoring union and
harmony between Great Britain and her Colonies.”
Messrs. Franklin, Thomas Willing, and James Wilson
were then chosen additional delegates.

On the 23d of June a petition was presented to the
Assembly by the Committee of Correspondence of the
City and Liberties, urging that “a military force should
be raised, and that a Committee of Safety and of De-
fence should be organized, composed either of members
of the Assembly or of others, as might seem most de-
sirable, who should be clothed with discretionary powers
to act in case of invasion or of threatened invasion, and
that they should have power to appropriate such public
moneys as may be already raised, or to raise such further
sums on credit or otherwise as may be necessary.” A
resolution adopting these recommendations was at once
passed with great unanimity, and John Dickinson was
made chairman of the committee. Of course the gov-
ernor’s instructions from the Proprietaries would not
justify his approval of such an expenditure. All this
action was revolutionary in its character, and can be
defended only on the plea of an overruling necessity ;
but it is at least strong proof of the absolute confi-
dence felt by all parties, at that time, not merely in the
sagacity but in the integrity of Mr. Dickinson. This
most important and responsible trust he held, with the
entire approval of the body that appointed him, for more
than a year. In pursuance of the resolution of the
Assembly, a “ military association,” as it was called, was
formed in Philadelphia, and the example was followed
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by the interior counties soon after. The “associators”
in this county numbered in a short time four thousand
three hundred men, and throughout!the Province vol-
unteers came forward in numbers sufficient to form
fifty-three battalions. It soon became necessary for
the officers to apply to the Assembly for the passage
of a law which should provide for their proper military
organization and discipline, and such a law was passed
on the 3oth of June, 1775. Of the first battalion raised
in the city John Dickinson was elected colonel, a pretty
strong proof, one would suppose, that the earnestness
of his resistance by force, should it become necessary,
was believed in by those who appointed him.

The military force which was organized by Pennsyl-
vania at the beginning of the Revolution was peculiar,
to that Province. Its peculiarity was in a great meas-
ure due to the unwillingness of the Quakers, who
formed so large a part of the population of the Prov-
ince, to submit to compulsory military service in the
militia. At this time there was, indeed, no enrolled
and organized militia force in the Province. It had
been found impossible, as we have seen, as far back
as 1747, to induce the Quaker members of the Assem-
bly to agree to organize such a force by law. They
defended their action (so far as the legal liability was
concerned) by appealing to the well-known maxim of
the English common law, that under no English tenure
could a man who procured a substitute be forced to
serve in the king’s levies in person, and to certain
provisions of the charter of Pennsylvania which they
claimed exempted those who were conscientiously
scrupulous from bearing arms. The Quakers con-
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tended that their action did not embarrass the public
service ; that there were in Pennsylvania many men
at all times willing to serve as soldiers if the govern-
ment would enroll them. The Proprietary govern-
ment had always been unwilling to employ these vol-
unteers, because it was insisted that their officers
should be elected by the men, and not appointed by
the governor. This controversy had led to a perma-
nent estrangement between the Proprietaries and the
Quakers in regard to the employment of a military
force. The latter were represented in England as
unwilling to defend the Province because they insisted
that the military force should be composed of volun-
teers, and not of those serving under compulsion, and
that they should be paid and maintained by taxes levied
upon all the Proprietary estates as they were laid on
those of others.

Such was the historical position of the Quakers
towards enlistments in the military service in provin-
cial days. Franklin in 1747, upon an alarm which had
arisen lest the Spanish pirates who had appeared in the
Delaware Bay might attack the shipping and the towns
on the river, formed an association of volunteers for
the defence of the Province ; but, happily, as peace was
shortly afterwards declared, there was no occasion for
the services of the thousand men who had been enrolled
by him. This experiment set the fashion of recruiting
men for the military service in subsequent years, and it
continued the favorite method in case of emergencies,
and when it was impossible to await the settlement of
the long-standing quarrel between the governor and
the Assembly on this subject, up to the date of the
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Revolution. There was not the smallest practical incon-
venience in raising a military force of this description,
as there were always plenty of men ready to enlist
and others desiring to receive commissions as officers ;
the only difficulty was to obtain a legal consent to the
enrolment of these volunteers, or, as they were called
in those days, “associators.”” The outbreak of the
Revolution found Pennsylvania, owing to these differ-
ences between the governor and the Assembly, without
a militia law or any organized military force whatever.
Congress having resolved that a certain force should
be raised, Pennsylvania was called upon to supply her
quota of four thousand three hundred men. The cir-
cumstances of the time permitting no delay, it was
determined by a large public meeting held in the
State-House yard that Franklin’s expedient of 1747
should be adopted, and that these men should be
raised and organized as “associators” or volunteers. It
seems almost incredible that in a community such as
the population of Pennsylvania then formed, fifty-three
battalions of troops could have been raised in a few
weeks. What number of men composed a battalion
in those days we have sought in vain to discover:
there were enough at least to form two large bri-
gades, one of which was afterwards commanded by
General Roberdeau, and the other by General Ewing.,
It seems hard to reconcile facts such as these with the
traditional stories of the Quaker opposition to the war
and its influence in preventing voluntary enlistments.
In addition to these two brigades, “flying camps,” as
they were called, were established during the sum-
mer of 1776 in various parts of New Jersey, composed
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chiefly of Pennsylvania troops, and designed as ad-
vanced posts to defend the Province from invasion
by the British army then encamped on Staten Island.
It is not to be forgotten that all these men belonged to
the Province and were maintained by it, the Continen-
tal army not being yet organized and ready for duty.

Dickinson was one of the foremost and most active
promoters of this military movement during the sum-
mer of 1775. Of the five battalions raised in this city,
he was, as we have said, the colonel of the first, Daniel
Roberdeau of the second, John Cadwalader of the third,
Thomas McKean of the fourth, and Timothy Matlack
of the fifth (artillery). From the County of Philadel-
phia, William Hamilton was colonel of the sixth, Rob-
ert Lewis of the seventh, Thomas Potts of the eighth,
John Bull of the ninth, Tench Francis of the tenth, and
Henry Hill of the eleventh. Many of the companies
in these battalions had in their ranks the very é/ize of
the young men of the city and county,—the *silk-stock-
ing gentry,” as they were called,—and at Amboy, at
Elizabethtown, on Long Island, at Princeton, and at
Brandywine, wherever, indeed, the emergency of the
times called them, these volunteers did true and faith-
ful service. The fatal, but perhaps necessary, defect
in their organization was the shortness of the term for
which they were enlisted."

* Besides the eleven battalions of ‘“associators’’ sent by Phila-
delphia to the field in the summer of 1776, there was enlisted a
considerable number of troops for the Continental line, under the
authority of a resolution of Congress adopted in January, 1776.
Among these were four infantry regiments (those of St. Clair, Shee,
Wayne, and Magaw), two rifle regiments (those of De Haas and
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Mr. Dickinson thought it his duty to his constituents,
even after the battles of Lexington and Bunker Hill,
and while he was engaged in these active measures of
raising a military force, to make another effort in Con-
gress to obtain peace. He has been much censured
for the part which he took with this object in view,
when at the same time he was preparing and advo-
cating what is called the “ Second Petition to the King,”
which was adopted by Congress in July, 1775. It
must not be forgotten, however, in the first place, that,
strongly as he may have urged its adoption, it was,
after all, only the echo of the opinion of the majority
of Congress at that time, whose watchword was then
Defence, not Defiance. Exactly how great that ma-
jority was we cannot tell. The United Colonies, no
doubt, considered themselves as armed negotiators,
and in that position more likely to obtain favorable
terms. Mr. Dickinson and his friends also supposed
that the king and the ministry would have learned
wisdom from the lessons taught by Lexington and
Bunker Hill; but, as it turned out, the effect of this
last petition to the king was directly opposite to that
which they had calculated upon. It must be remem-
bered, however, as Charles Thomson says, “in order to
explain the great anxiety which Mr. Dickinson evinced
to send forward this petition, that it was necessary to
make an experiment, for without it it would have been
impossible to have persuaded the bulk of the people of
Pennsylvania that a humble petition, drawn up without

Hand), and two Provincial battalions, composed of fifteen hundred
men (those of Miles and Atlee). They were engaged in the battle on
Long Island and in the defence in November of Fort Washington.
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those clauses against which the ministry and Parliament
had taken exception in the former petition, would not
have met with a favorable reception and produced the
desired effect.”
It is now very clear that Mr. Adams and his political
friends understood more correctly than did their op-
ponents the extent of the pride and obstinacy of the
English king and people. With the sentiment of inde-
pendence always in their hearts, giving it no utterance,
but guided in their policy always by it, they felt that
“this second petition to the king might be regarded in
England as a proof of fear and weakness on our part,
and would tend rather to close the door against accepta-
ble terms than to open it more widely to receive them.
Congress, however, relied much, as we have seen, upon
Mr. Dickinson’s judgment, and it is possible that it was
not without a wish to administer a rebuke to those who
they knew were planning for immediate independence.
As it turned out, this petition incensed to the last de-
gree the New England politicians in the Congress. In
the debate which preceded its adoption it would appear
that they spoke very harshly of the motives and acts of
those who still advocated conciliation, ‘and especially of
those of Dickinson, their leader. A speech of Sullivan
of New Hampshire would seem to have particularly
annoyed Dickinson, ordinarily the most amiable of
men. According to Mr. Adams’s statement, he rushed
out of the hall in a great passion, and, meeting him
(Adams) walking with a friend in the State-House
yard, he suddenly cried out, “ What is the reason that
you New England men oppose our measures of recon-
ciliation? There now is Sullivan in a long harangue
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following you in a determined opposition to our pe-
tition to the king! Look ye!—if you don’t concur
with us in our pacific system, I and a number of us
will break off from you in New England, and we will
carry on the opposition by ourselves in our own way.”
If this be an accurate account of the interview, it is
clear that Mr. Dickinson lost his temper on this occa-
sion, and that he was very properly rebuked by Mr.
Adams. As to the threat of Dickinson to secede if
he could not have his own way, it is so unlike anything
he ever did, and it resembles so much the avowed de-
termination of the New England leaders, as we shall
see presently, to form a separate confederacy if Con-
gress delayed in proclaiming independence, that it is
possible that Mr. Adams’s memory may have been
betrayed by his imagination. Be that as it may, after
the interview, Mr. Adams was so much ruffled by it
that he went to his lodgings, and, having occasion to
write .a letter of introduction for a young friend of his
who was going to Boston, he could not refrain from
referring to the incident in this way: “A certain great
fortune and piddling genius, whose fame has been
trumpeted so loudly, has given a silly cast to our
whole doings. We are between hawk and buzzard.
We ought to have had in our hands a month ago the
whole legislative, executive, and judicial of the whole
continent and have completely modelled a constitu-
tion,” and so on in the same strain. This letter, very
unfortunately, we think, for the writer and for all con-
cerned, was captured by the English pickets as its
bearer was crossing the Hudson, and it was soon after
published in full in the English newspapers. The
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publication of this letter produced an effect which Mr.
Adams could not have anticipated. It appeared in
England just at the time when the second petition to
the king reached that country; and it was at once
seized upon by our adversaries there as showing how
insincere were our professions of a desire for peace upon
any terms short of independence, and as giving proof of
the divisions among ourselves. Attention was called to
the similarity of our position now to that which we had
held when the first petition was sent to the king,
breathing loyalty and hopes for reconciliation while at
the same time we were abetting the rebellion of the
people of Boston. Besides, it brought to view an im-
passable gulf between those in Congress who had
been so far pursuing a common remedy and those who
believed that independence and not reconciliation was
the real object of the war. The hall of Congress,
although, happily, the public were prevented at the time
from knowing what took place in their secret sessions,
formed an arena for party strife and management. Mr.
Adams became so embittered against Dickinson that
his judgment of his conduct and motives had no longer
any value. For instance, he writes, “I have always
imputed the loss of Charlestown, and of the brave
officers and men who fell there, and the loss of a hero
more worth than all the town, to Mr. Dickinson’s pe-
tition [the first petition] to the king, and the loss of
Quebec and Montgomery to his subsequent unceasing,
though finally unavailing, efforts against independence.”
It is, of course, idle to argue against clamor so sense-
less as this: it is only referred to as an illustration of
the intensity of the opposition which existed to the
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Declaration of Independence but one year before its
adoption, not only on the part of Dickinson, but on
that of a majority of the members of Congress. Let
us rather turn to Dickinson’s own account of his opin-
ions and acts at this crisis.

On the 8th of July, the same day on which this much
abused petition to the king was adopted, Mr. Dickin-
son presented the report of the committee appointed
to prepare a Declaration announcing to the world our
reasons for taking up arms against England.® This
famous Declaration is of great historical interest, not .
only because it shows definitely and accurately the sen-
timents of Congress at that time concerning the charac-
ter and the motives of the struggle, but also because
it is clear that Dickinson was chosen as the fittest in-
terpreter of those sentiments. Basing our defence
of rebellion against the authority of the king upon
a long series of grievances, still unredressed in spite
of repeated petitions and remonstrances, he asks, “ But
why should we enumerate our injuries in detail? By
one statute it is declared that Parliament can of right
make laws to bind us in all cases whatever.” Here
was our whole case stated in a single sentence. Then
came those ringing words which, spoken in trumpet-
tones to the division of General Putnam encamped

* Mr. Dickinson’s claim to the authorship of this celebrated paper
had been denied by Mr. Bancroft, who stated in his history that Mr.
Jefferson wrote the Declaration or the larger part of it. This matter
has been so thoroughly investigated by my friend Dr. George H.
Moore as to dispel any doubt on the subject. It is only necessary to
refer to his paper establishing Mr. Dickinson’s claim (Appendix IV.).
In the later editions of his history Mr. Bancroft has corrected the

error into which he had fallen.
It
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before Boston, were answered “by a shout in three
huzzas and a loud amen:”

“We have counted the cost of this contest, and find
nothing so dreadful as voluntary slavery. . . . Our
cause is just, our union is perfect, our internal re-
sources are great, and, if necessary, foreign assistance
is no doubt attainable. We gratefully acknowledge, as
signal instances of the Divine favor towards us, that his
providence would not permit us to be called into this
severe controversy until we were grown up to our
present strength, had been previously exercised in war-
like operations, and possessed the means of defending
ourselves. With hearts fortified by these animating
reflections, we most solemnly, before God and the
world, declare that, exerting the utmost energies of
those powers which our beneficent Creator hath
graciously bestowed upon us, the arms which we have
been compelled by our enemies to assume, we will, in
defiance of every hazard, with unabating firmness and
perseverance employ for the preservation of our liber-
ties; being, with one mind, resolved to die freemen
rather than to live as slaves.” It is certainly not easy
to recognize in the writer of this address that “tame
and spiritless creature” who is said by Mr. Bancroft at
that time to have been John Dickinson. He was then,
no doubt, the foremost man in Congress, and for that
very reason he had many enemies; but it is none the
less true that no man in that body saw so well as he
the real necessities of the situation. Perhaps others
knew best how to meet them.

From this time until the close of the year 1775 the
attitude assumed by Mr. Dickinson in his “ Declaration
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of the causes of our taking up arms” seems\to have
been maintained in all the public manifestoeq issued
by Congress. During this period the stir of military
preparation throughout the Colonies was incessant.
At Philadelphia, Congress was engaged not only in
organizing armies but in exercising the functions of an
established government. It determined upon the ex-
pedition to Canada, it issued bills of credit for a large
sum, it established a general post-office, and, in short,
was quite as much a government de facto before the
Declaration as it became one de jure after it. Still,
not a word came from it to the public, during all
these preparations, committing us irrevocably to inde-
pendence or to a final separation. It issued, during
this period, two most important papers on this subject.
The first was the report of the committee of which
Dr. Franklin was the chairman, on the 31st of July,
concerning the proposition of Lord North, that Eng-
land should make peace separately with such of the
Colonies as desired to do so, on their complying with
certain conditions (a favorite scheme of the ministerial
party), and the other was the report presented on the
16th of December, in answer to the king’s proclama-
tion issued in August, in which the Colonists were
charged, among other things, with having traitorously
ordered and levied war against their king and having
proceeded to an avowed and open rebellion. So care-
ful was Congress that our attitude should not be misun-
derstood, and that the world should know we were not
levying war against the king, that it insisted that we
were fighting against the claim of Parliament illegally
to rule over us, and not against the royal authority.
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“ While we are desirous and determined to consider dis-
passionately every seeming advance towards a recon-
ciliation made by that Parliament, we ask our British
brethren how they would welcome articles of treaty
from any power on earth when borne on the point of
the bayonet by military plenipotentiaries,”

In like manner, the report of December, 1775, asks,
“What allegiance is it that we forget? Allegiance to
Parliament? We never owed it; we never owned it.
Allegiance to our king? Our words have ever avowed
it; our conduct has been ever consistent with it. The
cruel and illegal attacks which we oppose have no foun-
dation in the royal authority. We will not, on our part,
lose the distinction between the king and the ministry.”
It is curious to note the similarity of Franklin’s lan-
guage at this time to that of Dickinson. To the same
effect was a resolution adopted on the 3d of November,
1775, by the Congress, in answer to a request for
advice from New Hampshire in regard to the estab-
lishment of a new government in that Colony. It was
recommended to the people there to establish such a
form as should most effectually secure peace and good
order in the Colony during the continuance of the
dispute with Great Britain. These extracts from the
Journal show most clearly that the views of the Mas-
sachusetts delegates were not, at least to the close
of the year 1775, those which found favor in the

* In a pamphlet entitled ¢ Congress and Independence,’’ supposed
to have been written by John Jay, and reprinted in the ‘¢ Correspon-
dence of John Jay,”” will be found a collection of extracts from the
Journal of Congress showing how strongly opposed that body was to
a Declaration of Independence up to June, 1776.
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Congress, for there is no hint of independence in any
one of them.

In perfect accord with the opinions of Congress thus
expressed, and with the general public sentiment out-
side New England, was the action of the Pennsylvania
Assembly. On the 4th of November, 1775, that body
elected its delegates for the coming year to the Con-
gress; they were the same that had been chosen in
the previous May, John Morton, the Speaker, taking
the place which Galloway had held in the Congress
of 1774. They were told, “ You should use your ut-
most endeavors to agree upon and recommend the
adoption of such measures as you shall judge to afford
the best prospect of obtaining the redress of American
grievances, and utterly reject any proposition (should
such be made) that may cause or lead to a separation
from the mother-country, or a change in the form of
this government” (that is, the charter government of
the Province).

These instructions, like most of the important papers
of the time, were drafted by Mr. Dickinson, who, it will
be remembered, was a member not only of the Con-
gress, but of the Assembly of the Province also, and
they were adopted by that body without a dissenting
voice. The delegates, as members of the Assembly,
all co-operated with their fellow-members in their
efforts to place the Province in a proper state of
defence. Their attitude was in perfect harmony with
that of Congress. At the suggestion of Mr. Dickin-
son, all male white persons in the Province between the
ages of sixteen and fifty years, who should not * asso-
ciate” for its defence, were required to contribute
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in money an equivalent for the time spent by the
“associators’” in acquiring military knowledge. This,
by the way, was the beginning of the system of mi-
litia fines for non-service which prevailed for so many
years in Pennsylvania under the State government.
It was also agreed by the Assembly that eighty thou-
sand pounds should be raised to supply the present
military establishment of the Province, and a plan was
adopted for levying taxes on the property of the non-
associators for the benefit of the families of those who
served.

The proceedings of the Assembly at this session
present a valuable historical illustration of the spirit
which animated our fathers at that time. It must be
remembered that the Assembly was not a popular
convention, like so many of the meetings of the people
in different parts of the country in those days,—pro-
fessing to speak with the authority of the people, but
having really no responsibility and no power whatever
to carry out the measures they proposed,—but that
it was the legal representative body, having full power
of taxation under the charter. All its members under
the existing law had taken the oath of allegiance to
George III. before entering upon their duties; they
were elected by a limited suffrage, and it was composed
in a great measure of those whose religious principles
forbade them to declare or maintain war. It is natural,
then, to look upon such a body as eminently cautious
and conservative, and certainly we cannot expect to find
in it the enthusiastic utterances in favor of indepen-
dence which had become fashionable elsewhere. But
while others talked, they worked quietly and effectively,
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—the olive-branch in one hand, and “the lightning of
Jove” in the other.

Its acts show how the love of country was an im-
pulse which, at that time, had penetrated the very
hearts of all classes, and they are a better index of
the current of popular feeling than the many foolish
stories about the “toryism of the Quakers” which have
become traditional.* The Assembly at that crisis is
remarkable for another reason: never since that time
has a legislative body sat in Pennsylvania which num-
bered among its members so many men of force, char-
acter, wealth, culture, and single-minded devotion to
their country as did this memorable Assembly of 1775.
Pennsylvania has doubtless gained much by the per-
manent establishment of the government which was
secured by our independence; but the historian who
tells the truth must confess that men like Dickinson,
Potts, Miles, Morris, Roberts, Franklin, Mifflin, Morton,
Gibbons, Pennock, Humphreys, Grubb, Ross, Chief
Justice Allen, Montgomery, and many of their col-
leagues of like temper have been sadly missed from
her councils ever since. This was the last Assembly
elected under the old Provincial charter, and if that
charter had no other merit than that of bringing to-
gether such a body of men to guide our destiny, pos-
terity should be grateful to it. It cannot be doubted
that among such men John Dickinson must have pos-
sessed remarkable qualities to be recognized as leader,
and it is most satisfactory to find that the Provincial

* It was estimated by Dr. Rush that three-fourths of the taxes by
which the war was supported in Pennsylvania were paid by non-
combatants, or Zories.

i/
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Assembly terminated its existence while engaged in the
most patriotic work it ever performed, while under his
guidance.

An effort has been made to belittle the work of this
body, so illustrious in the history of Pennsylvania, by
representing that Dr. Franklin, who had been elected
a member from the city, declined to take his seat in
it because he was required, by a law which existed in
all the Colonies as well as in Pennsylvania, to take an
oath of allegiance to the king before entering upon his
duties. This statement, like most of the statements of
Mr. Bancroft where Dickinson is concerned, proves to
be incorrect, as shown by the following letter:

¢ February 26, 1776.

¢ SIR,—I am extremely sensible of the honor done me by my fel-
low-citizens in choosing me their representative in the Assembly, and
of that lately conferred on me by the House in appointing me one
of the Committee of Safety for this Province and a delegate to the
Congress. It would be a happiness to me if I could serve the people
duly in all those stations; but, aged as I now am, I feel myself un-
equal to so much business, and on that account think it my duty to
decline part of it.

«T hope, therefore, that the House will be so good as to accept
my excuse for not attending as a member of the present Assembly,
and, if they think fit, give orders for the election of another in my
place, that the city may be more completely represented.

¢ request, also, that the House would be pleased to dispense with
my further attendance as one of the Committee of Safety.

«] am, sir, etc.,
¢ To the Speaker of the Assembly.”’ ¢B. FRANKLIN.®

* Dr. Franklin, it must be remembered, took the oath required by
law, affirming among other things his belief in the Trinity as defined
by the Athanasian Creed, before entering upon any of the various
offices he held in Provincial days.
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By the beginning of the year 1776 a great change
had taken place in the political feeling of the country,
especially in Pennsylvania. People became more and
more convinced by all that was taking place around
them that the king’s heart was really hardened against
them, and that the ministry was not to be moved from
the persistent enforcement of its arbitrary measures by
_ any appeal to its reason or to the self-interest of the
trading-classes in England. Hopes of the restoration
of peace and harmony by means of conciliation grew.
fainter and fainter every day. It became necessary,
therefore, for those who had urged measures of recon-
ciliation with a view of redressing our grievances, to
determine whether they would agree upon the plan for
a final separation, which had been advocated by the
majority of the New England delegates for more than
a year. So exasperated had these delegates become
by the beginning of the year 1776 with the hesitancy
and delay of the delegates from the Middle and South-
ern Colonies, that Samuel Adams is said to have pro-
posed to Dr. Franklin in January, “If none of the rest
will join, I will endeavor to unite the New England
Colonies in confederating;” and Dr. Franklin is said
to have replied (although the story so far as Franklin
is concerned seems very apocryphal), “I approve your
proposal, and if you succeed I will cast in my lot with
you.”

Pennsylvania was then governed, as is well known,
by a charter which had been granted by William Penn
in the year 1701. The New England theory was, so
far as it applied to Pennsylvania (but not to their own
Connecticut and Rhode Island, where there were royal
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charters to which the same objection might have been
made as was made to the Proprietary charter of Penn-
sylvania), that there could be no independence of Great
Britain while the Proprietary government of this Prov-
ince remained in force. Hence to achieve national in-
dependence it became necessary to destroy that charter
of William Penn which had become dear to the people
of this Province, and under which it had reached a de-
gree of material prosperity far greater than that of any
other Colony. This is perhaps the reason why the
people of Pennsylvania did not seize upon the pros-
pect of independence with as much alacrity as the
people of some of the other Colonies. The result of
the struggle was in the interval between the beginning
of the year and the 4th of July, when independence
was declared, a most disastrous one in Pennsylvania.
It consumed in violent internal disputes those energies
which should have been directed against the common
enemy; it bred suspicion among public men who up
to this time had been united in opinion and action; it
destroyed all force and unity in the counsels of her
leaders, and finally resulted in the organization and
simultaneous action of two bodies, each professing to
be composed of the real representatives of the people,
thus disheartening many friends of order and good
government, who would otherwise have been friendly
to a change, by forcing the people to recognize the
power of a convention which was simply a body of
self-elected politicians. We cannot trace too carefully
the movement in this revolutionary crisis if we desire
to understand the true history of Pennsylvania during
that time.
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Thus, in the beginning of 1776 there were two par-
ties violently opposed to each other: the one insisting
not only that independence should not be proclaimed
until we had made at least another effort at reconcilia-
tion and in the mean time had taken measures to secure
it by foreign alliances and a more perfect union, but
also that it should not be declared in any event until
the permanency of the Provincial charter was assured ;
the other, urged on by the influence of the New Eng-
land delegates, contending most strenuously that we
should cease at once to recognize the authority of
Great Britain in any form, whether exercised directly
or through the provisions of a royal charter. The
leaders of the first party were Dickinson, Wilson, and
Robert Morris; and of the other, Franklin, Dr. Rush,
and McKean. There were, of course, many in the
Province (loyalists so called) who did not desire in-
dependence even if the charter were preserved, and
there were others at the opposite extreme,—followers
of Thomas Paine chiefly,—who sought to substitute for
the old order simply a democratical Constitution. But
the extremists on either side had little influence, and
the contest which was to follow began, at least, between
those who differed chiefly as to the time when we should
proclaim our independence ; in other words, concerning
the opportuneness of a measure which had met with
so much opposition. All parties were alive to the im-
portance of the proposals of change that were made,
involving, as they did, a complete transformation of
the government, State and national. One party hesi-
tated before deciding to adopt them, and the other did
not. The position of Pennsylvania at this crisis was



172 PENNSYLVANIA FAVORS CONCILIATION.

of vital importance in settling the first indispensable
condition of a national government,—its absolute sov-
ereignty. The delegates of the extreme party in Mas-
sachusetts, whose object from the beginning had been
independence, sought by every means of influence they
could employ to secure the support of the Pennsylvania
delegates in Congress; but their efforts were vain, for
Dickinson and Wilson were not the men to be easily
moved from their well-settled position.

On the gth of January, 1776, Mr. Wilson came into
the Congress with the king’s speech in his hand, com-
plaining that “ the true state of feeling here had been
misrepresented in England, and asked that an address
should be issued by Congress explaining our position
and stating that we had no design to set up as an
independent nation.” The motion was adopted by a
large majority, Messrs. Cushing, Paine, and Hancock,
of the Massachusetts delegation, voting for it. John
Adams was at home at the time, and the Provincial
Convention of Massachusetts was so exasperated by
the vote that Cushing was dropped by that body from
the list of delegates to the Congress for the ensuing
year, Elbridge Gerry being substituted for him. As
to Samuel Adams, this vote drove him almost to de-
spair: with this proof of the defection of his colleagues
before him, to say nothing of the opinions of the other
delegates, he allowed his indignation so to master his
prudence that he made the proposition to Dr. Franklin
about the establishment of a separate confederacy of
which we have spoken. The spectacle of the Congress
in which two of its most prominent members are repre-
sented as resolving to establish a separate government



INFLUENCE OF NEW ENGLAND DELEGATES. 113

unless they be permitted to have their own way, is a
very sad but a very suggestive one. The truth is,
the patience of the delegates from the Middle and the
Southern Colonies with their restless brethren was by
this time well-nigh exhausted, and the long-suppressed
murmurs at New England dictation burst forth in un-
mistakable tones of protest. The proofs of interference
of this kind by the New England delegates who, in con-
cert with a party in this Province, strove to drag us into
a premature declaration of independence, were said at
that time to have been abundant, and some of them
remain. Mr. Elbridge Gerry, the new delegate to
Congress from Massachusetts, in January, 1776, wrote
a letter on this subject shortly after his arrival in Phila-
delphia, which is very suggestive. “Since my arrival
in this city,” he says, “ the New England delegates have
been in continual war with the advocates of the Pro-
prietary interest in Congress and in this Colony. These
are they who are most in the way of the measures we
have proposed; but I think the contest is pretty nearly
at an end,” etc. One loses patience at the coolness
with which men who came here to seek our aid in
restoring their charter propose as the only means of
effecting their object the destruction of our own.

The influence of certain members of the Congress
upon the politics of Pennsylvania, and especially upon
the popular leaders there, at this crisis, is also referred
to by Mr. Edward Tilghman in a letter to his father,
dated February 4, 1776. He confirms Mr. Gerry's
statement from an opposite point of view. He writes:

“There is reason to believe that the disposition of
Congress (a majority) are in favor of reconciliation
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and abhorrent from independency. The division is
this: Rhode Island frequently loses a vote, having only
two members, and they differing; New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and the Ancient Dominion
hang very much together. They are what we call vio-
lent, and suspected of independency. All the others
breathe reconciliation, except that the Lower Counties
[Delaware] are sometimes divided by the absence of
Rodney or Read. Colonel McKean is a true Presby-
terian, and joins the violents. The minority are inde-
fatigable, try all schemes in all shapes, act in concert,
and thereby have a considerable advantage over the
others, who are by no means so closely united. Some
time since, Judas Iscariot [Samuel Adams] made a
motion, of whose contents I am not quite certain, but
it tended towards a closer confederacy, and was of such
a nature that whole Colonies threatened to leave the
Congress. Saml. Adams has twelve hundred pounds
a year from the present Massachusetts Constitution.
Franklin has hurt himself much here, and reigns only
with the Presbyterian interest, which is much stronger
than I could wish it to be.” *

The trouble caused by these dissensions among the
people of Pennsylvania, who had been hitherto practi-
cally unanimous, not merely in setting forth their griev-
ances, but as to the methods of redress, and the efforts

* Among the many political parties in Pennsylvania in Provincial
times, the Presbyterians, or Scotch-Irish, seem to have held at all
times a distinct position. In 1764 they had preferred to retain the
Proprietary government rather than submit to the direct authority of
the Crown ; in 1776 they were the strongest opponents of the Pro-

prietary government and charter, and earnestly advocated national
independence and the abolition of the Provincial charter.



ASSOCIATORS ORDERED TO NEW YORK. 175

which were made by the popular party in the Province,
aided by violent men in Congress, to induce the Assem-
bly to adopt at once extreme measures, soon brought
affairs here to a revolutionary crisis. The adhesion of
Pennsylvania to the project of independence was abso-
lutely necessary if that project was to be carried out;
Pennsylvania was the prize for which both parties were
contending, and any measure which seemed likely to
succeed, no matter how revolutionary or radical it might
be, was regarded only as a means of gaining that object.
During the whole winter this state of anarchy continued,
to the destruction of all confidence among men of dif-
ferent parties in the Province, and to the injury of those
material interests which the welfare of the population
required should be adopted.

The only bright side of the gloomy picture which
this period presents is that which shows the readiness
with which the *Philadelphia Associators” responded
to a call from the Congress to march at once to the
relief of New York, then supposed to be threatened
with an invasion by the enemy. A detachment of three
battalions was detailed for this service on February 135,
under the command of Colonel John Dickinson, a man
who has since been represented by persons who claim
to write history as at that time the leader of those who
preferred submission to resistance. The alarm of an
invasion of New York soon passed over, but the readi-
ness of the Philadelphia battalions and of John Dickin-
son to “resist it by force ” is very significant.

In the midst of this revolutionary tumult and anarchy
the bewildered Assembly, the only legal representative
of the people of this Province, deeply sensible of the
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responsibility of its position, was for a long time at a
loss how to act. It was most anxious to conciliate pop-
ular favor, but duty to the people who had chosen it
forced it to do two things : firs4, to preserve the charter
under whose authority it acted, and, secondly, to post-
pone a final separation from the mother-country until
that charter was made safe, or, to use the language of
the petitioners to the king in 1764, until these “ privi-
leges were assured.” Like all representative bodies in
times of peril and excitement, the Assembly made one
concession after another to the popular clamor, and it
turned out, as it always does at such times, that the
more they yielded, the more violent became the de-
mands for further concessions.

The Assembly was assailed on all sides by the indig-
nant protests of the multitude, who had just discovered
that this body, which up to that time had rendered as
true, faithful, and effective service to the cause of Amer-
ican liberty, to say the least, as the legislatures of any
of the Colonies, had suddenly become incapable of in-
terpreting the wishes and the aspirations of the people
of Pennsylvania. A great clamor had been raised in
the newspapers concerning, among other things, the
oaths of supremacy and obedience to the king which
all officers of the government, including the members of
the Assembly, were required by law to take, under the
provisions of an act passed in 1705. It was said, with
some show of reason, that to swear allegiance toa king
whom we were preparing to fight was an inconsistent,
not to say an absurd, act. But the answer was the same
that had been made by the Congress in December, 1775,
to a similar charge. “We are not fighting against the
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king,” said the Congress, “but against an abuse and
usurpation of the royal authority, under the cover of
an act of Parliament which we regard as unconstitu-
tional,—that is, out of the ordinary and established
course of the English law,—and we are justified in
making resistance by English tradition and example.”
“Our true course,” it was said by Dickinson and his
friends, “is now, as it has always been, especially if we
hope to preserve our charter, to seek redress with arms
in our hands, if necessary, to enforce our petition; but
as long as we seek protection in that way we must not
withdraw our allegiance.” It must not be forgotten
that the ideal conception of what a province ought to
be, in the minds of the majority of the Assembly, was
its condition before 1763, and not that of an indepen-
dent State. The opponents, however, of this view of
affairs, in and out of the Assembly, were numerous,
powerful, and active. They spared no efforts to remove
the corner-stone of the temple which William Penn had
builded.

On the 24th of May a resolution was offered that a
committee be appointed to report upon a plan ‘“ render-
ing the naturalization laws hitherto in force, and the
oaths or affirmations of allegiance, unnecessary in all
cases where they are required or have been usually
taken in this Colony.” Previously, however, on the
15th of March, a resolution had been adopted by the
Assembly (the vote being twenty-three to eight) pro-
viding for seventeen additional representatives in that
body,—four from the city, two each from Lancaster,
York, Cumberland, Berks, and Northampton, and one
each from Bedford, Northumberland, and Westmore-

12
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land. The Assembly seems to have been alarmed, not
to say panic-stricken, by the popular clamor, and to have
abdicated its power more rapidly even than its enemies
asked for. There was one point, however, that it could
not be forced to yield. It refused, April 4, to rescind
the instructions which had been given to the delegates
in Congress in November, 1775, and it was encouraged
to insist upon those instructions by the result of the
election for members of the Assembly held in the city
on the 1st of May. At that election three out of four
of the friends of the old charter were returned. The
Assembly, in the mean time, had adjourned until the
2oth of that month, and in the interval Congress took
in hand the affairs of Pennsylvania, and by its action
wholly subverted and destroyed the old charter and all
obedience to its authority.

On the 10th of May, Congress, on the motion of:
John Adams, after much debate passed a resolution
which was intended to be a death-blow to the royal
authority everywhere, and to the existing Proprietary
government in Pennsylvania in particular. It recom-
mended to the respective Assemblies and Conventions
of the United Colonies, where no government sufficient
to the exigency of their affairs had been hitherto estab-
lished, to “adopt such a government as shall, in the opin-
ion of the representatives of the people, best conduce
to the happiness and safety of their constituents in par-
ticular and America in general.” It was, of course, in-
tended by this resolution that governments should be
established by the authority of the people, but it became
a question in Pennsylvania whether she had not already
a government sufficient for “the exigency of her affairs,”
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and really under the control of the representatives of
the people, as contradistinguished from that of mass-
meetings. As soon as a doubt was suggested con-
cerning the meaning of the resolution, Mr. Adams, our
self-constituted Mentor, induced the Congress to pass
another resolution, which he called a preamble, which
should be explanatory. This was passed on the 15th
of May, declaring “that it was absolutely irreconcilable
with reason and good conscience for the people of these
Colonies now to take the oaths and affirmations neces-
sary for the support of any government under the Crown
of Great Britain, and that it was necessary that the ex-
ercise of every kind of authority under the Crown should
be totally suppressed.” Where the Congress got the
power to direct the people of Pennsylvania to change
their government for any purpose it would be difficult to
explain, but it is evident from what followed that the
majority in the Assembly were not disposed to submit
quietly to orders which were in direct opposition to
those of whom they were the only legal representa-
tives. It is idle to pretend to justify these proceedings
of Congress on any other ground than that they were
revolutionary, and history justifies them because they
were, perhaps, the necessary means for attaining what
has proved to be a grand result. Let us frankly admit
that the object was ‘to remove, by reason or by force,
the great obstacle that stood in the way of our indepen-
dence,—the Proprietary government. Let us call these
extraordinary proceedings, however, and the great men
who were engaged in them on both sides, by their right
names. Dickinson and Wilson at this time were the
champions of law and order, as represented in the old,
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well-established government of the Province ; Franklin
and McKean were revolutionists, whose sole object was
the independence of the Colonies, and they were willing
to pay any price for it, even to the destruction of the
charter and the chance of anarchy in their own home.
However desirable the end, the means employed to
attain it was a simple usurpation of power. There can
be no doubt that in the fiery trial of the Revolution
Pennsylvania suffered more than any other Colony in
order that independence might be achieved. In a most
important sense she was condemned to die that others
might live. She suffered from all the evils of a double
revolution. Not only was her charter taken from her,—
a wholly unnecessary act, as by its provisions six parts
out of seven of the voters could at any time have
so changed it as to reach the desired result,—but
the commanding influence among the Colonies which
she had up to that time enjoyed was lost when the class
of men who controlled her destinies under it gave way
to others. Truly, Pennsylvania was in a sad plight in
the days immediately preceding the Declaration of In-
dependence. The majority of her legal voters were
ordered by a discontented minority of her own people,
aided by a Congress whose very existence was due in
a great measu